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8.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

8.1 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE 
PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE DRAFT EIR 

Written comment on the Draft MND received during the public review period are included in this 
section.  The comment letters are provided at the end of the section, following all of the 
responses.  When a comment is made by multiple parties, the response is provided the first time 
the comment is made, and all oater similar comments are referred back to that response. 

The format of the responses to all the comments is based on a unique letter and number code 
for each comment.  The letter and number immediately following the letter refer to an individual 
agency, business, group, organization, or member of the general public comment letter. The 
number at the end of the code refers to a specific comment within the individual letter.  
Therefore, each comment has a unique code assignment. For example, comment L-1 is the first 
comment in letter L1. 

Comments were received on the proposed Draft MND and they were reviewed to determine 
whether there is substantial disagreement about the potential significance of impacts.  Any 
issues raised concerning potentially significant impacts were reviewed, addressed, and clarified. 

Written comments received from State Agencies: 1 

Written comments received from Regional and Local Agencies: 8 

Written comments received from Interest Groups: 15 

Written comments received from the General Public: 105 

Table 8-1 Comment Letters 

Name Date Letter 
Number 

Jack Cheng 09/15/17 & 09/22/17 1 
Amy Minteer 09/26/17 2 
Cynthia Kellman 09/26/17 3 
Jose Huizar 09/27/17 4 
Richard Schmittdiel 09/27/17 5 
Dianna Watson 09/28/17 6 
Lisa Karahalios 09/28/17 7 
Flor Mendez 09/29/17 8 
Kim Turner 09/29/17 9 
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Name Date Letter 
Number 

Sean Starkey 09/29/17 10 
Harvey Slater 10/05/17 11 
Greg Merideth 10/09/17 12 
Shari Afshari 10/10/17 13 
Frances F. Coburn 10/15/17 14 
Joan Morris 10/15/17 15 
MeHee Hyun 10/16/17 16 
Susan Phillips 10/16/17 17 
Communities United 10/17/17 18 
David Choi 10/17/17 19 
Marie Freeman 10/17/17 20 
Marla Nelson 10/17/17 21 
Nancy E. Robbins 10/17/17 22 
Lijin Sun 10/17/17 23 
Brian Bard 10/18/17 & 10/20/17 24 
Celine Abrahams 10/18/17 25 
Rick Marquis 10/18/17 26 
Marla Nelson 10/18/17 27 
Martins Aiyetiwa 10/18/17 28 
Owen and Robin Lewis 10/18/17 29 
Sue Flocco 10/18/17 30 
Clarence A. Hall 10/19/17 31 
Dennis Malone 10/19/17 32 
Elizabeth Ferrari 10/19/17 33 
Gary Sysock 10/19/17 34 
Gerry Rankin 10/19/17 35 
Helen Mallory 10/19/17 36 
Linda Pillsbury 10/19/17 & 10/20/17 37 
Liz Amsden 10/19/17 38 
Marie Freeman 10/19/17 39 
Michael Mallory 10/19/17 40 
Miri and Andrew Hindes 10/19/17 41 
Monica Cheang 10/19/17 42 
Peter Finestone  10/19/17 43 
Russell Kataoka 10/19/17 44 
Sharon Landin 10/19/17 45 
Suzanne Smith 10/19/17 46 
William Malone 10/19/17 47 
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Name Date Letter 
Number 

Audrey Mandelbaum 10/20/17 48 
Burt Culver 10/20/17 49 
Dianna Jaynes 10/20/17 50 
Erik Blank 10/20/17 51 
Jennifer Hoffman 10/20/17 52 
Joel Aldape 10/20/17 53 
Joel Arquillos 10/20/17 54 
John Crooke 10/20/17 55 
John Dunlop 10/20/17 56 
Justin King 10/20/17 57 
Kenny Sylvain 10/20/17 58 
Kevin Tseng 10/20/17 59 
Lisa Karahalios 10/20/17 60 
Marites Ruano 10/20/17 61 
Marti Doughty 10/20/17 62 
Mary Lynch 10/20/17 63 
Michael Frey 10/20/17 64 
Mindy O'Brien 10/20/17 65 
Nik Hoffman 10/20/17 66 
Pia Harris 10/20/17 67 
Priscila Kasha 10/20/17 68 
Rachel Arruejo 10/20/17 69 
Ryan Reilly 10/20/17 70 
Timothy Campbell 10/20/17 71 
Tony Bautista 10/20/17 72 
Trish & Frank DeFoe 10/20/17 73 
Trish & Frank DeFoe 10/20/17 74 
Veronica Diaz 10/20/17 75 
Walt Kasha 10/20/17 76 
Brian Medina 10/21/17 77 
Dan Kruse 10/21/17 78 
Daniel Brotman 10/21/17 79 
Hury Babayan 10/21/17 80 
Jane Demian  10/21/17 81 
Patricia Hill  10/21/17 82 
Angela Vukos 10/22/17 83 
Art and Socorro Vilches 10/22/17 84 
Lynn Woods 10/22/17 85 
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Name Date Letter 
Number 

Madeleine Avirov 10/22/17 86 
Maureen Perkins 10/22/17 87 
Mitchell Rubinstein 10/22/17 88 
Renee Holt  10/22/17 89 
Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes 10/23/17 90 
Jennifer Hoffman 10/23/17 91 
Mark Whitney 10/23/17 92 
Matthew Paine 10/23/17 93 
Randall Wise 10/23/17 94 
Brooke Owen 10/29/17 95 
Burt Culver 10/31/17 96 
Amy Koss 11/02/17 97 
Herant Khanjian 11/02/17 98 
James Flournoy  11/02/17 99 
James Flournoy  11/02/17 99 
Marguerita Drew 11/02/17 100 
Melodie Khanjian 11/02/17 101 
Burt Culver 11/03/17 102 
Michelle Gunn 11/03/17 103 
Burt Culver 11/05/17 104 
James Flournoy 11/06/17 105 
Randall Wise 11/06/17 106 
Amy Minteer 11/07/17 107 
James Flournoy 11/08/17 108 
Jose Huizar 11/08/17 109 
Mike Smithson 11/08/17 110 
Arin Rao 11/09/17 111 
Ashfaq Chowdhury 11/09/17 112 
Audry Zarokian 11/09/17 113 
Barrett Cooke 11/09/17 114 
Carrie Hansen 11/09/17 115 
County of LADPW 11/09/17 116 
Emily Simon 11/09/17 117 
ERNC 11/09/17 118 
Frankie Norstad 11/09/17 119 
Greg Merideth 11/09/17 120 
Hans Johnson 11/09/17 121 
Hans Johnson 11/09/17 122 
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Name Date Letter 
Number 

Jane Potelle 11/09/17 123 
John Nugent 11/09/17 124 
Linda Johnstone Allen 11/09/17 125 
Meldia Yesayan 11/09/17 126 
Seth Cutler 11/09/17 127 
Teri Stein 11/09/17 128 
Bethsaida Emilia Castillo 11/09/17 129 

 

8.1.1 Topical Responses 

A number of comments received on the Draft MND tended to focus on several main issues and 
topics associated with the Project and CEQA-related process and analysis. Although a lead 
agency is only required to “consider” but is not required to prepare responses to such comments 
(Pub Res C section 21091(d); 14 Cal Code Regs section 15074(b), the lead agency has 
nonetheless prepared responses to amplify and clarify information contained in the Draft MND. 
Individual responses and Topical Responses were prepared to as an efficient means to respond 
to comments. The main issues warranting Topical Responses and include the following:  

Table 8-2 Topical Responses 

Topics Topical 
Response No. 

Biogas Renewable Generation Project Relationship to Landfill Expansion 1 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project Relationship to Grayson Repowering Project 2 
CEQA – MND vs. EIR 3 
Cumulative 4 
Aesthetics 5 
Air Quality / Greenhouse Gases 6 
Geology and Soils 7 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 8 
Noise and Traffic and Transportation 9 
Public Noticing and Project Location 10 

 

8.1.1.1 Topical Response 1: Project Description Biogas Relationship to Landfill Expansion 

Summary of Comments 

Comments were received stating opposition to the proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion, 
as well as concerns that the Project would result in extending the operational life of the landfill. 
Comments were received expressing concern about trucks carrying refuse to the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill dumping their loads along the landfill access road rather than at the landfill itself to 
avoid payment of waste tipping fees causing an inconvenience to nearby residents. 
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Commenters additionally expressed concern that an increase in trucks carrying refuse to the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill would result in an increase in traffic on area roadways and an increase in 
public safety risk.  

Response 

In March 2014, a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion was circulated for public review. The City has no immediate plans to proceed with 
any expansion of the landfill, and possibly may not proceed with such an expansion for some 
time, if ever.  

The Project would be located on a site within the Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is 
already collected and processed. The amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl 
Canyon Landfill is limited by the volumes approved by existing County of Los Angeles Public 
Health permit limits. These limits are fixed and cannot be increased without a permit 
modification and specific project CEQA review; which is not a part of this Project or this MND. 
Regardless of landfill operation, expansion, or even closure, landfill gas would continue to be 
generated for many years, well after landfill closure as waste materials continue to decompose.  

The Project was designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of landfill gas 
currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any additional volume of 
landfill gas. In addition, the life expectancy of the electrical generation equipment proposed is 
approximately 20 years.  Based on the existing landfill gas production and the amount of refuse 
being placed within the landfill during the existing permitted life of the landfill, the quantity of 
landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is sufficient to supply the Project for its 20-
year life span. SCAQMD and federal regulations mandate that landfill gas be combusted. 
Combusting the landfill gas in the proposed engines provides environmental benefits over the 
use of the existing flares because the proposed internal combustion engines emit lower emissions 
than flares.  The Project will also generate renewable portfolio standard eligible electrical power 
which provides economic benefits over the 20-year Project life span regardless of whether a 
landfill expansion is approved. 

The Project has no relation to, or effect on, existing truck traffic stemming from landfill operations. 
The Project will generate nominal traffic of six trips per day during Project operations. During 
construction there will be up to 23 trips per day, including construction workers. The Project will 
be implemented over four to five months for demolition, nine to ten months for site grading and 
construction, and two to three months for system start up.  Please refer to the MND Section 2.5 
for the Project schedule.  

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is a Separate Proposal and has Independent Utility 

The Project has independent utility and is not dependent on and does not compel the 
expansion of, or continued operation of, the existing landfill. The Scholl Canyon Landfill 
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Expansion Project is not a part of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  Continued 
operation of the landfill and any potential expansion of the landfill in no way compel 
development of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  In the same way, the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project does not compel or presume completion of the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill Expansion Project.  Neither the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project nor the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the other. Glendale 
already has a SCAQMD permitted biogas capture and flaring system at Scholl Canyon that is 
capable of combusting any and all biogas generated by the landfill. 

Under Glendale’s existing SCAQMD permit, the landfill gas at Scholl Canyon must be 
combusted, and that combustion requirement (SCAQMD or otherwise) does not mandate the 
landfill gas be used to generate electricity, although there are environmental and economic 
benefits to using the landfill gas for such generation rather than flaring it.  

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project 
serve different purposes. The purpose of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is to:  

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring LFG as fuel for power generating 
equipment; 

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California mandated 
Renewable Energy Portfolio;  

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into the electrical grid 
without a need for transmission facility upgrades;  

• Build an on-site power plant utilizing LFG as fuel; and  
• Abandon the existing pipeline between the landfill and Grayson Power Plant, which 

would in turn allow the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to make 
priority reserve offsets available and offsets would not have to be purchased on the 
open market.  (Please refer to MND Section 1.1) 

The purpose of the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project is to continue to:  

• Provide a waste disposal option that has been proven to be environmentally sound and 
cost–effective at the currently permitted rate. 

• Continue waste diversion programs that are critically important for land fill users to 
achieve state-mandated diversion requirements. 

• Allow the City to maximize the use of a local resource for waste disposal, thus minimizing 
hauling distances and the related environmental impacts. 

• Allow for further development of disposal and [waste] diversion options, such as 
alternative technologies for landfill users. (Draft EIR Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion 
Project Section 4.2) 
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The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project 
have different purposes and objectives; they would be implemented independently from each 
other and do not depend on each other. Under CEQA, a proposal that is related to a project, 
but has its own “independent utility” and is not necessary for the project to proceed, need not 
be included as part of the project description, and may be reviewed in its own CEQA 
document, as a separate project. Planning & Conservation League v. Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 237. Accordingly, two projects may undergo separate 
environmental review when the projects serve different purposes or can be implemented 
independently. Banning Ranch v. City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1223) 
(citing Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 99; 
Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 690, 699; Plan for Arcadia v. City 
Council of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d, 712, 724). 

In addition, CEQA review must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future 
expansion or other action if: “(1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial 
project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the 
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” Laurel Heights Improvement 
Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 396. Absent these two circumstances, the future 
action need not be considered in the MND for the Project.  

As clarified in this Topical Response No. 1, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and implementation of the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project will not change the scope or nature of the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill Project, or change any environmental effects of the landfill. 

8.1.1.2 Topical Response 2: Biogas Renewable Generation Project Relationship to 
Grayson Repowering Project 

Summary of Comments 

Comments were received that the Project and the Grayson Repowering Project—must be 
analyzed as one project. Commenters claimed that both projects, if considered to be one 
project, would be subject to the jurisdiction of the California Energy Commission (“CEC”). 
Comments were received that neither the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR nor the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project MND are properly accounting for greenhouse gas (“GHG”) 
emissions increases of landfill gas combustion, nor the potential for even greater emissions if the 
biogas project at the landfill is not built or if it fails to perform.  

Summary of Responses 

The proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not a part of, or the same as, or a direct 
or reasonably foreseeable consequence of, the Grayson Repowering Project. The Scholl 
Canyon Landfill has an existing South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) issued 
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permit to burn the biogas emitted by the landfill regardless of whether it is burned at Grayson, 
flared on site, or captured and converted to energy on-site by other means. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project, for the reasons explained in this Topical Response, and in 
Topical Response No. 1 herein above, is an entirely separate project with independent utility. This 
means that regardless of whether the Grayson Repowering Project moves forward or not, the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project is independently viable and can be developed.  

The proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project is designed to combust landfill gas and 
efficiently convert that gas into electrical energy which is fed into existing transmission lines at 
Scholl Canyon that connect with Glendale’s existing electrical grid. Biogas from Scholl Canyon 
Landfill, which is a natural consequence of the decomposition of landfill materials, is required by 
the SCAQMD permit to either be flared or captured and converted to energy. Capturing and 
converting Scholl Canyon Landfill biogas is not a requirement of, or prerequisite to, the Grayson 
Repowering Project. The existing Grayson Plant and the proposed Grayson Repowering Project 
are not dependent on biogas from the Scholl Canyon Landfill. Similarly, the proposed Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is not in any way dependent on the approval or implementation 
of the Grayson Repowering Project.  

Response 

Current and Proposed Use of Landfill Gas 

Currently, the landfill gas collection system at Scholl Canyon Landfill conveys the collected gas 
to a central location within the landfill property where the gas is compressed, liquids are 
removed, and the raw landfill gas is piped approximately 5.5 miles to the Grayson Power Plant 
via an underground dedicated pipeline. At Grayson, the landfill gas is mixed with natural gas 
and is combusted in boilers to make steam for electricity generation. Currently, at Grayson, 
landfill gas can be combusted only in the boilers of Units 3, 4, and 5.   Unit 3 is presently out of 
service and Units 4 and 5 have limited remaining useful life.  However, these units are not 
needed to burn Scholl Canyon Landfill gas because the Grayson Repowering Project does not 
need landfill gas and because the landfill gas can be combusted at Scholl Canyon using the 
existing permitted flaring system.  

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project 

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project at Scholl Canyon will convert landfill gas to electricity 
and feed that electricity into existing transmission lines located at Scholl Canyon.  No new 
transmission lines are required to be constructed as part of the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project.  While landfill gas is permitted to be flared under existing air permits, it is a cleaner and 
more beneficial option to use landfill gas as fuel for renewable portfolio standard eligible power 
generation.  
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According to the U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. Energy Information Administration, the five 
commonly used renewable energy sources include landfill gas and biogas, and municipal solid 
waste.6 Landfills for municipal solid waste are a source of this energy from anaerobic bacteria—
bacteria that can live without the presence of free oxygen—living in landfills that decompose 
organic waste to produce biogas. Landfills typically control the naturally occurring methane gas 
emissions by burning or flaring methane gas, or using it as an energy source. According to the 
U.S. Department of Energy, many landfills collect biogas, treat it, and then sell the methane, and 
some landfills use the methane gas to generate electricity.7 This is important to consider because 
burning biogas, either in flares or in power generation equipment, is better environmentally 
because un-combusted methane is a potent greenhouse gas. Consequently, converting biogas 
to energy is not only better for the environment; it is a renewable energy source that helps the 
City meet the California Renewable Portfolio Standard mandate.  

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would be located within the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
site where landfill gas is already being collected and processed. As part of the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project, the 5.5-mile pipeline connecting the landfill to the Grayson 
Power Plant would be decommissioned, purged, capped, and abandoned in place.8  

Under CEQA, a proposal that is related to a project, but has its own “independent utility” and is 
not necessary for the project to proceed need not be included as part of the project 
description, and may be reviewed in its own CEQA document, as a separate project. Planning & 
Conservation League v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 237. 
Accordingly, two projects may undergo separate environmental review when the projects serve 
different purposes or can be implemented independently. Banning Ranch v. City of Newport 
Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1223) (citing Communities for a Better Environment v. City of 
Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 99; Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128 
Cal.App.4th 690, 699; Plan for Arcadia v. City Council of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d, 712, 724). 

In addition, CEQA review must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future 
expansion or other action if: “(1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial 
project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the 
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” Laurel Heights Improvement 
Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 396. Absent these two circumstances, the future 
action need not be considered in the MND for the Project.  

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is a Separate Project from the Grayson Repowering 
Project. 

The Grayson Repowering Project has independent utility from and is a separate project from the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project.   Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not a 

                                                      
6 https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/?page=renewable_home 
7 https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/?page=biomass_biogas 
8 See Response to Comment No. L23 
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reasonably foreseeable consequence of, in no way compels or presumes completion of the 
Grayson Repowering Project, and is not dependent on the Grayson Repowering Project.  In the 
same way, the Grayson Repowering Project is not dependent upon completion of the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of, in no way 
compels or presumes completion of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, and is not 
dependent on the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. 

The Grayson Repowering Project objectives are to: 

• Integrate with local and remote distributed renewable energy resources to provide 
sufficient capacity and energy to ensure reliable service at all times for the City and to 
support the City’s compliance with California’s Renewable Portfolio Standards. 

• Utilize current and reliable technology and control systems to provide reliable, cost 
effective, and flexible generation capacity for the City to serve its customer load. 

• Provide a local generation resource sufficient to meet resource adequacy requirements, 
and the City’s obligations within the Balancing Area 7 (BA) to balance load and resource 
at the interconnection with the BA, in accordance with industry standards including 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and Western Electricity 
Coordinating Council (WECC) requirements; thus, providing local reliability and 
contributing to grid stability within the Los Angeles Basin. 

• Provide sufficient locally controlled generation to minimize the City’s reliance on 
importing power from remote generation locations through a congested transmission 
grid system subject to planned and unplanned outages and de-rates, making the 
delivery of energy to serve load less reliable than local generation.  

• Replace the aged, unreliable, less efficient, high maintenance steam boilers with new, 
efficient, and less environmentally impactful generation technologies that meet South 
Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Rule 1304(a)(2).  

• Locate the proposed Project at existing City property already permitted and used for 
generation to minimize the need for major infrastructure improvements such as fuel 
supply, water, wastewater, recycled water and transmission facilities, or the need to 
purchase additional property. 

• Provide generation that is highly efficient to maintain reasonable cost of generation to 
minimize the impact on customer electric rates and help manage costs of delivering 
energy to the City’s customers.  

• Support water conservation efforts by eliminating the use of potable water for 
generation purposes.  
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• Reduce the per megawatt-hour (MWH) creation of emissions and consumption of water.  
(See Final EIR, Grayson Repowering Project, Section 2.4 

In contrast, the purpose of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is to:  

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring LFG as fuel for power generating equipment 
[on site]; 

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California mandated 
Renewable Energy Portfolio;  

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into the electrical grid 
without a need for transmission facility upgrades;  

• Build an on-site power plant utilizing LFG as fuel; and  

• Abandon the existing pipeline between the landfill and Grayson Power Plant, which 
would in turn allow the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to make 
priority reserve offsets available and offsets would not have to be purchased on the 
open market.  (please refer to MND Section 1.1) 

The Grayson Repowering Project will not burn landfill gas. The Grayson Repowering Project is not 
dependent on construction of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Under Glendale’s 
existing SCAQMD permit, the landfill gas at Scholl Canyon must be flared at Scholl Canyon if is 
no longer capable of being combusted at Grayson. Further, there is no requirement (SCAQMD 
or otherwise) that mandates landfill gas be used to generate electricity, although there are 
environmental and economic benefits to using the landfill gas for such generation rather than 
flaring it.  

In sum, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and Grayson Repowering Projects would be 
implemented independently and would in no way depend on each other. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project could be developed with or without the repowering of Grayson, 
and it could be implemented or abandoned whether or not the Grayson Repowering Project is 
approved and implemented.  

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and Grayson Repowering Project are Separate 
Proposals under California Energy Commission Practice 

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Repowering Project are considered 
distinct facilities under the common practice of the California Energy Commission (“CEC”). As 
reflected in staff analyses and in Decisions adopted by the CEC, the CEC uses a “two-mile” 
analysis to assess whether facilities should be treated as one facility, or distinct facilities, for 
purposes of determining CEC jurisdiction. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the 
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Grayson Repowering Project are located approximately 5.5 miles from one another and are 
therefore not the same “facility” according to CEC practices. 

8.1.1.3 Topical Response 3: CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration vs. Environmental 
Impact Report 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters believe that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project should be part of 
the Grayson EIR or that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project should have its own EIR. 

Response 

Per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§15000 et 
seq.) and California Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq., an initial study was prepared for the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project based on available information and analysis necessary to 
fully evaluate potential impacts; analysis of environmental impacts is not constrained by 
jurisdictional boundaries.  All phases of project planning, implementation, and operation were 
considered in the initial study of the project and all categories of environmental factors that 
could be potentially affected by the Project were analyzed.  

The test for determining whether an EIR or a negative declaration must be prepared is whether a 
fair argument can be made based on substantial evidence that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment. Quail Botanical Garden Found., Inc. v City of Encinitas 
(1994) 29 CA4th 1597. “Fair Argument” is a term used as a legal standard for reviewing the 
appropriateness of a Negative Declaration versus an EIR. Courts have held that a Negative 
Declaration is inappropriate if it can be “fairly argued” that the project may cause significant 
environmental impacts. The “fair argument” standard creates a low threshold for requiring 
preparation of an EIR. The “fair argument” comes into play “[i]f there is disagreement among 
expert opinion supported by facts, [then]... the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as significant 
and shall prepare an EIR” (citing 14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15064(b), (g)). “An EIR is required 
whenever ‘”substantial evidence in the record supports a “fair argument” significant impacts or 
effects may occur.’” (Quoting City of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2006) 135 
Cal.App.4th 1392, 1421.) A MND is permitted “if ‘the initial study identified potential significant 
effects on the environment but revisions in the project plans “would avoid or mitigate the effects 
to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur” and there is no 
substantial evidence that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 
environment...’”” (Quoting Architectural Heritage Assn. v County of Monterey (2004) 122 
Cal.App.4th 1095, 1101.) 

The City, as Lead Agency, applies the fair argument standard as a substantive standard in 
deciding whether an EIR or a negative declaration is required. The initial study determines if the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the initial study shows that there is 
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no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental effect, a 
Negative Declaration can be prepared. If the project would cause significant environmental 
effects, but mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) can be prepared. If the initial study shows there is 
substantial evidence in the record that supports a fair argument that significant effects may 
occur and that the project would cause significant environmental effects that cannot be 
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation, an environmental impact report (EIR) 
must be prepared. The existence of controversy over the effects of a project does not require 
preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence in the record that the project may have 
a significant environmental effect. (PRC §21082.2)  

The initial study prepared for the Project determined, based on substantial evidence that no 
significant impacts would occur from Project construction, operation, or maintenance. Each 
public agency, including the City, is responsible for complying with CEQA and should not rely on 
comments from other public agencies or private citizens as a substitute for the agency’s own 
work. CEQA Guidelines §15020. Public agencies, may delegate responsibility for CEQA 
compliance to its staff to prepare CEQA documentation including conducting an initial study 
and deciding whether to prepare a draft EIR or negative declaration as deemed appropriate 
by staff. (CEQA Guidelines §15025) 

Comments on the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration received during the Public 
Comment Period were reviewed to determine whether the comments identified any potentially 
significant environmental impact from the Project.  The preparers evaluated all comments to 
determine whether any comments identified any significant environmental effects; whether the 
comments explained why the commenter believes that the effect would occur; and whether 
the comments explained why the effect would be significant (14 Cal Code Regs §15204(b)).  
The preparers reviewed all comments to determine whether any comments stated the basis for 
their comments and whether any commenters submitted supporting data or references offering 
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts to support 
their contentions. (14 Cal Code Regs §15204(c)). 

Any issues raised concerning potentially significant impacts were reviewed, and responses to all 
comments prepared.  In addition to the individualized responses to comments, these Topical 
Responses were prepared to amplify and clarify information about the project for which many 
similar comments were submitted or inquiries made during the public comment period on the 
MND.  As set forth in the Topical Responses and in the Responses to Individual Comments, while 
many comments expressed disagreement with the MND, none of the comments received 
presented substantial evidence of, or raised a new environmental issue about, the Project that 
could be “fairly argued” could result in potentially significant environmental impacts, requiring 
preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(g)). Since the Project will not result in any 
significant effects which cannot be mitigated to below a level of less than significance, an EIR is 
not required for this Project. Further, analysis of alternative developments is only mandatory as 
part of the EIR process; a MND does not require an alternatives analysis.  Moreover, CEQA does 
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not mandate that the Lead Agency accept all suggested mitigation measures or conduct every 
study suggested by public commenters.  A local & Reg’l Monitor (ALARM) v City of Los Angeles 
(1993) 12 CA4th 1773, see also Friends of the Kings River v County of Fresno (2014) 232 CA4th 105. 

8.1.1.4 Topical Response 4: Cumulative 

Summary of Comments 

Comments were received that the Draft MND did not analyze potential cumulative impacts of 
the Project, particularly those associated with the Landfill Expansion Project, Green Waste 
Anaerobic Digestion Project, and the Grayson Repowering Project. 

Response 

Lead Agencies are required to determine whether the project’s incremental effect combined 
with the effects of other projects is “cumulatively considerable” 14 Cal Code Regs §15130(a). 
This determination is based on an assessment of the project’s incremental effects viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effect of other current project, and the effects 
of probable future projects. 14 Cal Code Regs §15065(a)(3).  

The City considered incremental effects of the Project in connection with effects from past, 
current, and probable future projects that may result in similar impacts. The projects considered 
in the cumulative impact analysis were the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, Green 
Waste Anaerobic Digestion Project9, and the Grayson Repowering Project. The cumulative 
impact analysis for the Project includes consideration of these projects is included in Section 
3.19(b) of the Draft MND. 

The City received a letter from SCAQMD concerning cumulative air quality analysis for the 
Project.  Response to SCAQMD’s Comment letter is at Topical Response No. 6. 

8.1.1.5 Topical Response 5: Aesthetics 

Summary of Comments 

Comments were received expressing general concern that the Project will have negative 
aesthetic impacts (including lighting) on areas surrounding the Project as well as areas outside of 
the City of Glendale. Commenters asserted that the Draft MND did not account for the Rim of 
the Valley Corridor Preservation Act; commenters state that the Project inaccurately 
characterized impacts “low visual sensitivity” within the residential setting of Glenoaks Canyon; 
commenters also state that selected sightlines that minimized the visual pollution that will result 
                                                      
9 The feasibility and possible location of the future proposed anaerobic digester facility within the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill site is not yet known and therefore the impacts of this future project 
cannot be determined with certainty.  See National Parks & Conserv. Ass’n v County of Riverside 
(1996) 42 CA4th 1505; Christward Ministry v County of San Diego (1993) 13 CA4th 31. 
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from the Project. Commenters also asserted that the aesthetic impacts of the Project and other 
projects—a proposed expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and an anaerobic digestion 
project—must be analyzed together. 

Response 

Section 3.1 of the Draft MND analyzes the Project impacts to Aesthetics. CEQA (Pub. Resources 
Code, §21000 et seq.) requires that only public views be considered in the visual impact analysis. 
This analysis determined that the Project would have less than significant to no impact on 
aesthetics/visual resources. The aesthetics impact analysis determined the following: 

• There are no designated scenic vistas near the Proposed Project site or within other parts 
of the existing Scholl Canyon Landfill, nor are there any designated scenic vistas from 
which the Project would be visible.  

• There are no state-designated scenic highways in the City of Glendale (California Scenic 
Highway Mapping System, 2017). Therefore, the Project would not damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway.  

• The Project is proposed to be located within the existing boundaries of a non-fill portion 
of the existing Scholl Canyon Landfill. The tallest Project features will be approximately 40 
feet above ground, consisting of four, approximately 18-inch outside diameter engine 
exhaust stacks and a flare. Project equipment will be approximately 25 feet in height. The 
office and warehouse space will be approximately 12 feet in height. The Project consists 
of improvements that would be consistent with the industrial character of the existing LFG 
collection system facility and the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  The existing LFG collection 
system facility has numerous structures, trailers, and equipment distributed throughout the 
Project site. The Project is proposed to be designed to blend in with the surroundings 
which will minimize views of the Project facilities. 

• The Project consists of the demolition and upgrade to an existing industrial land use that 
does not have any scenic views or scenic vistas or other important scenic resources that 
could be potentially significantly impacted.  The existing LFG collection facility is presently 
a limited source of nighttime light and glare. Area lighting would be shielded and have 
light switch and motion sensors would be provided for safety at the Project facility. 
Lighting would be pointed downward and inward to minimize offsite impacts. All 
construction activities would be performed during daylight hours and would not result in 
an increase in offsite light or glare. The incremental amount of light and glare generated 
by the Project would be minimal due to the design measures incorporated into the 
Project, and because the Project site is located in a portion of the existing landfill with 
limited visibility from public viewing locations.  
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The Project is a use permitted by the City of Glendale General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The 
Glendale Municipal Code establishes ridgeline protection policy that expressly allows for the 
maintenance, upgrading or improvement of existing public or quasi-public utilities which 
traverse identified primary ridges. (GMC section 16.08.010.G).  The Scholl Canyon Landfill, 
including the existing LFG collection facility site which the Project will replace, is located in an 
area of the primary and secondary ridgelines that contains existing permitted public and quasi-
public utility features. The Project’s proposed power production equipment and appurtenant 
facilities are utility structures similar to the existing landfill gas collection system the Project will 
replace and similar to other operational features within the Scholl Canyon Landfill site. Portions of 
the Project that may be visible from offsite viewing locations, within and outside of the City of 
Glendale, are similar to and would be consistent with the existing views of the landfill.  The MND 
examined all the aesthetic impact thresholds for the Project and determined that the Project will 
not create any new significant impacts on aesthetic resources. 

Section 3.1 of the Draft MND also presents the classification of open space areas as described in 
the City of Glendale Open Space and Conservation Plan. Scholl Canyon is characterized as an 
area of “low visual sensitivity”. This designation is based on the City of Glendale Open Space 
and Conservation Plan. 

Rim of the Valley Preservation Act 

Although the hills surrounding the Scholl Canyon Landfill have been included in the Rim of the 
Valley Preservation Act, based on review of the Rim of the Valley maps, Scholl Canyon Landfill is 
excluded from the proposed Rim of the Valley Unit and would, not be included as part of the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area. Therefore, the statement in Section 3.I.2 of 
the Draft MND stating that “there are no designated scenic vistas near the Proposed Project site 
or within other parts of the existing SCLF, nor are there any designated scenic vistas from which 
the proposed Project would be visible” is accurate because the expansion of the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area is not approved, and the Scholl Canyon Landfill is excluded 
from the Rim of the Valley Unit. Additionally, a Fact Sheet published by Representative Adam 
Schiff, states that in the event the expansion of Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area is approved it would respect “private property rights and existing local land use authorities. 
It will not require a land owner to participate in any conservation or recreation activities, and it 
will not put any additional restrictions on property owners. The bill does not allow for land 
acquisition through eminent domain.” Therefore, by intentionally excluding the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill from the proposed Rim of the Valley Unit and since there is no intent to restrict property 
rights, it can be concluded that permitted activities within the Scholl Canyon Landfill would not 
be subject to the restrictions envisioned under the proposed Rim of the Valley Preservation Act. 
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8.1.1.6 Topical Response 6: Air Quality / Greenhouse Gases 

Summary of Comments 

Comments received expressed concern in regard to: 

• What appears to be the use of emission offset credits to justify the project, while ignoring 
local air quality (“… trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on 
paper only.”). 

• The air quality study conducted for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project did not 
include existing emissions at the Scholl Landfill. 

• Cumulative impacts of the Grayson Repowering Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project were not addressed. 

• Air quality impacts from temporarily flaring landfill gas. 

• Health risks for local populations, including local commercial and residential receptors. 

• The need to burn landfill gas. 

• The inclusion of GHG emissions resulting from landfill gas combustion at Grayson in the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project baseline conditions. 

Response 

SCAQMD Regulatory Program for New Sources  

Emission offsets are only one of the three mandates by SCAQMD and US EPA that apply to the 
construction of an emission source, such as the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Those 
mandates require that best available control technology (BACT) be used to reduce emissions to 
the lowest achievable emission rate (LAER), that no net emission increase in the South Coast Air 
Basin (managed through the use of emission offsets) occur, and that air quality analysis using 
approved models demonstrate that a new source would not result in significant local air quality 
impacts. These mandates are collectively referred to as New Source Review or NSR. Compliance 
with each of the three NSR mandates must be made independently and in no case is 
compliance with one mandate (such as the requirement to offset emission increases) a 
substitution for compliance with the other mandates, such as the prohibition against causing a 
violation of, or significantly worsening a violation of, ambient air quality standards. Failure to 
comply with any of the three mandates will disqualify the Project from SCAQMD construction 
and operating permits. The following sections of this Topical Response summarize the three NSR 
mandates as applied to the Project. 
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BACT / LAER 

NSR requires that new emissions sources that are part of the Project incorporate current BACT 
and meet LAER. This is accomplished by utilizing highly efficient biogas internal combustion 
engines combined with effective post-combustion emission control technology. The technology 
selected for the Project is highly effective at reducing emissions.  

No Net Emission Increase 

The NSR requires that, on a regional basis, no increase in nonattainment pollutants or their 
precursors would result from the Project. This provision applies to emissions of NOX, VOC, PM10 / 
PM2.5 and SOX. CO emissions do not require offsets because the South Coast Air Basin is in 
attainment with both state and federal ambient CO standards. Even with the application of 
BACT, however, any proposed project could result in an increase in these emissions. The Federal 
Clean Air Act and SCAQMD permitting policy recognize that a blanket prohibition of new 
emission sources in any community would be harmful to the wellbeing of the community. To 
provide a vehicle for managing no net increase in regional emissions with the need to build new 
sources to address community need, both US EPA and SCAQMD allow for the use of emission 
offset credits. The offset credit program allows SCAQMD or permit holders to generate an 
instrument reflecting a real, permanent and quantifiable emission reduction. The instrument can 
then be used to offset an emission increase at an existing or new facility.   

Emission offsets for the proposed Project include verified and quantifiable emission reduction 
credits that are held in the SCAQMD Priority Reserve, which is established to provide offset 
credits for specific priority sources that must be operated to ensure public safety and wellbeing. 
Landfill gas naturally generated by the Scholl Canyon Landfill is required to be handled through 
a gas collection and combustion system without which the operation would be in violation of 
federal and SCAQMD regulations and would contribute to emissions of GHGs, VOCs and toxic 
pollutants. Because the city must combust landfill gas to comply with regulations and ensure 
public safety, and because of the City’s role as a public agency, the Project is eligible to receive 
SCAQMD Priority Reserve credits. The requirement to offset increases in nonattainment pollutants 
or their precursors ensures that there would be no net increase of these air pollutants in the South 
Coast Air Basin from the Project, nor would it conflict with the implementation of SCAQMD’s air 
quality management plan. 

Ambient Air Quality Demonstration 

The third component of NSR is a required demonstration that a new emission source will not 
cause a violation of, or significantly add to an existing violation of, state or federal ambient air 
quality standards. Although the Project meets BACT / LAER to reduce potential emissions and is 
fully offset to ensure no net increase in nonattainment pollutants, Glendale Water and Power 
(GWP) must independently demonstrate that the Project will not cause or significantly add to a 
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violation of state and federal ambient air quality standards for NO2, CO, PM10, PM2.5 and SOX 
(there are no ambient VOC standards).  

The Draft MND contains results of the air quality impact analysis that was prepared for the 
Project and which demonstrates compliance with NSR requirements. The analysis was 
conducted using tools that are mandated by US EPA and in accordance with policies and 
protocol established by SCAQMD. Prior to initiating the analysis, the City submitted an analysis 
protocol to SCAQMD for comments and approval; and SCAQMD approved the City’s analysis 
protocol for this Project. During the analysis process, the City continued to confer with SCAQMD.  
SCAQMD has subsequently approved the analysis and its results.   

New Source Review (NSR) Summary 

SCAQMD requires that three independent NSR demonstrations be made. They include 
demonstrations that the Project: 1) will use BACT and meet LAER to minimize emissions to the 
greatest degree possible, 2) does not result in an increase in regional emissions through the use 
of emission offsets, and 3) does not result in a violation or significant increase to an existing 
violation of an ambient air quality standard. These demonstrations support not only the CEQA 
analysis contained in the Project Draft MND but must also be met for SCAQMD to issue 
construction and operating permits for the Project. The Draft MND demonstrates that all three 
demonstrations have been successfully made for the Project.  

Air Quality Impact from the Existing Emissions at the Landfill and Other Proposed Projects (Landfill 
Expansion Project and Anaerobic Digester Project) 

Existing Emissions at the Landfill 

The current landfill activities that may generate emissions include off road equipment, vehicles, 
and stationary sources, which include the existing flares, portable engines, storage and 
dispensing system, and consumer products, such as paints, sealants, and cleaners. These existing 
emissions are part of the background concentration of criteria pollutants in the ambient air 
quality analysis of the Draft MND. The background concentrations were added to the criteria air 
pollutants concentration of the proposed Project in order to analyze the impact to the localized 
ambient air quality. As shown in the Draft MND, the total criteria pollutant concentrations are 
below the state and national ambient air quality standards.  

Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion 

There are two variations of expansions evaluated in the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Draft 
EIR. Variation 1 only includes vertical expansion; Variation 2 includes both vertical and horizontal 
expansion. According to Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Draft EIR, Variation 1 and 2 would 
result in a NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emission increase that exceeds the significance mass daily 
thresholds. The following table shows the daily emission increase of criteria air pollutants from the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project.  
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Project NOX, 
lbs/day 

CO, 
lbs/day 

VOC, 
lbs/day 

PM10, 
lbs/day 

PM2.5, 
lbs/day 

SOX, 
lbs/day 

Expansion Project – Variation 
1 

332.0 119 27.6 459.2 56.0 0.6 

Expansion Project – Variation 
2 

332.3 119.6 27.6 459.3 56.0 0.6 

 
For the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, air dispersion modeling was performed using the 
worst-case scenario emission rates for each criteria air pollutant based on average time of each 
pollutant standards (1-hour average, 8-hour average, 24-hour average, and annual average). 
The maximum daily emissions of criteria air pollutants used for the model were estimated as 
follow:  

Project NOX, 
lbs/day 

CO, 
lbs/day 

VOC, 
lbs/day 

PM10, 
lbs/day 

PM2.5, 
lbs/day 

SOX, 
lbs/day 

Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project 

420 1,132 126 58 58 80 

 
Emissions from the Project are primarily emitted from point sources (the engine exhaust stacks 
and flares), while emissions from the landfill occur over a much larger area and from vehicles 
operating on public roadways to access the landfill.  While the Draft EIR for the Landfill Expansion 
Project indicated “possible significant impacts” for NO2, PM10 and PM2.5, that determination 
was based solely upon comparison of potential emissions to SCAQMD regional significance 
thresholds and localized significance thresholds.  No refined air quality impact analysis was 
conducted for the Landfill Expansion Project, even though such an analysis often provides 
additional data that may support a less than significant determination. The Draft EIR for the 
Landfill Expansion Project further relied on the application of SCAQMD localized significance 
impact lookup tables that are not designed for projects as large as the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  
This approach is conservative for determining localized air quality impacts as the Draft EIR for the 
Landfill Expansion Project assumed that the total increase in emissions shown above would 
occur within a five-acre area located within proximity to a sensitive receptor. In fact, the total 
emissions increase from the Landfill Expansion Project would be spread across the larger landfill 
site as well as roadways used for landfill access that would lead to greater dispersion not 
quantitively analyzed in the Draft EIR for the Landfill Expansion Project. 

NOX Cumulative Impact 

Under CEQA Guideline Section 15064(h), the test for determining whether a project results in a 
significant cumulative impact is whether a project makes a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact. Under the CEQA Guideline, if the project makes 
no contribution to the impact in question, such contribution is not cumulatively considerable, 
and the project does not result in a significant cumulative impact. The Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project is required by existing law to offset any new NOx emissions from stationary 
sources, such that the Project will not result in any overall increase in NOx emissions. Therefore, on 
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a regional basis the Project does not contribute to any cumulative impact related to NOx 
emissions.  

On a localized basis, the Project has much higher NOx emissions than the Landfill Expansion 
Project. As shown above, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project would have a maximum of 
420 pounds/day NOx emissions. Variations 1 and 2 of the Landfill Expansion Project would result 
in an approximately 332 pounds/day increase in NOx emissions. However, approximately 218 
pounds/day, or 66% of this increase in NOx emissions would occur from motor vehicles operating 
on public roadways to access the landfill. The remaining 34% increase in NOx emissions 
associated with the Landfill Expansion Project would be spread across the larger landfill site and 
have greater dispersion than NOx emissions associated with the point source location of the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project (Scholl Canyon EIR / Appendix F, 2014). 

The air quality impact analysis results for the Project presented in Table 3.3-17 of the draft NND, 
however, indicate that the point source emissions from the Project do not contribute significantly 
to ambient concentrations or lead to an exceedance of air quality standards.  The low off-site 
ambient concentrations from the Project in consideration of Landfill Expansion Project emissions 
occurring over a much larger area across the landfill and access roads indicate that on a 
localized level, it would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant NO2 
impact. 

PM10 Cumulative Impact 

Like NOx, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is required by existing law to offset any new 
PM10 emissions, such that the biogas project will not result in any overall increase in PM10 
emissions. Therefore, on a regional level, the project does not contribute to any cumulative 
impact related to PM10 emissions.  

On a localized basis, as shown in the above tables PM10 emissions from the Project are less than 
13 % of PM10 emissions from the Landfill Expansion Project.  The incremental contribution of PM10 
emissions from the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as a point source location compared 
to those associated with the Landfill Expansion Project that would occur over a much larger 
area and access roads indicate that on a localized basis, the Project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant PM10 impact.  

PM2.5 Cumulative Impact 

As shown in the above tables, the peak daily emissions of PM2.5 from both projects are fairly 
close (The Biogas Renewable Generation Project has 4 percent higher daily emissions of PM2.5 
relative to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project). The result of the air dispersion model for 
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project of PM2.5 is around 42 percent of the allowable 
increase of 2.5 ug/m3 (Draft MND, Table 3.3-17).  The incremental contribution of PM2.5 emissions 
from the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as a point source location compared to those 
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associated with the Landfill Expansion Project that would occur over a much larger area and 
access roads indicate that on a localized basis, the Project would not have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a significant PM2.5 impact.    

CO Cumulative Impact 

Based upon the above tables, the CO daily emissions from the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project are much higher than the Landfill Expansion Project, and nevertheless, the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project CO emissions were determined to be below the significance 
threshold through an air dispersion model and air quality impact analysis.  The CO daily emissions 
from the proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project were also determined to be below 
the significance thresholds (Scholl Canyon Draft EIR, Table 6.2-8, 2014).  Considering these 
determinations as well as that CO emissions from the Project would occur from a point source 
location compared to those associated with the Landfill Expansion Project that would occur 
over a much larger area and access roads indicate that on a localized basis, the Project would 
not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant CO impact. 

VOC and SOX Cumulative Impact 

The daily VOC and SOX emissions from the Landfill Expansion Project were determined to be 
below the significance threshold (Scholl Canyon Draft EIR, Table 6.2-8, 2014).  Based upon the 
above tables, when VOC and SOX emissions from the Project are added to emissions from the 
Landfill Expansion project, the combined emissions are also below significance thresholds.  The 
Project does not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact relating to VOC and SOX emissions. 

Anaerobic Digester Project 

See Topical Response No. 4.  The proposed Anaerobic Digester Project is in a concept and 
design feasibility phase; it is therefore not yet defined to a point that is sufficiently stable to 
permit a project-level air quality analysis or cumulative air quality impact analysis that would 
yield anything other than speculative results.   

Air Quality Impact When the Landfill Gas Pipes to Grayson Power Plant Disconnected and the 
Landfill Gas will be Flared during the Construction Period.  

During the construction phase of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, the landfill gas 
piping system to Grayson Power Plant will be decommissioned, purged, capped, and 
abandoned in place and, as required by law and authorized by existing permits, the landfill gas 
will be combusted in the existing flare system to control fugitive VOC and methane emissions. 
The net increase of daily emissions during the construction phase, which include emissions from 
the flare, were calculated to be less than applicable significance thresholds. The City is currently 
combusting landfill gas from the Scholl Canyon Landfill and this Project does not increase the 
volume of gas being combusted. SOX emissions are largely fuel-dependent and not technology-
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dependent therefore the SOX emissions rates from combusting landfill gas – whether in a flaring 
system or boiler system is expected to be the same. However, flare and boiler combustion 
systems are expected to have different emission rates of the other criteria pollutants. The 
following table shows the comparison of the calculated landfill gas emission factors between 
flares and boilers. 

As outlined in 40 CFR 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to evaluate the 
potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project site as long as the data are 
representative of the air quality in the subject area. The most representative background data is 
determined based on location, data quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with 
SCAQMD guidance. The background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and 
Central Los Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in 
accordance with SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the closest monitoring 
stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet the data quality requirements of 
40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B guidance, and the data have been collected within the 
preceding 3 years. Use of these data is therefore appropriate for the Project analysis.  

Equipment NOX, 
lbs/mmcf 

CO, 
lbs/mmcf 

VOC, 
lbs/mmcf 

PM10, 
lbs/mmcf 

Flares 13.27 1.19 1.30 6.40 
Boilers 9.79 7.1 4.00 8.00 

 
Additionally, a health risk assessment was performed to determine the increased health risk from 
the flaring operations. As indicated in the Draft MND, the highest health risk levels attributed of 
the flares are below the significance thresholds.  

Potential Hazardous Air Pollutants and Health Risk  

Local health risks are minimized due to the technology being proposed for the Project and also 
due to the large area of the landfill and surrounding open space. The Draft MND contains results 
of a health risk assessment that was used to determine if increased health risks from the Project 
exceed significance thresholds established by OEHHA and SCAQMD. That assessment identified 
the highest risk levels of any receptor location outside the landfill boundary and demonstrated 
that expected health risks are below the established significance thresholds.  

Greenhouse Gases 

Need to Burn Landfill Gas and Relative Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the need to burn landfill gas and the resulting 
greenhouse has (GHG) emissions from the Project.  

Un-combusted landfill gas contains GHG emissions including carbon dioxide and methane. 
Based upon historic landfill gas analyses and gas production rates, the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
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produces approximately 42,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide and 16,000 metric tons of 
methane annually. Methane emissions are especially important because the global warming 
potential of methane is approximately 25 times greater than that of carbon dioxide. In other 
words, 16,000 metric tons of methane emissions are equivalent to approximately 400,000 metric 
tons of carbon dioxide emissions, when considering global worming potential impacts.  When 
both the methane and carbon dioxide content of the landfill gas is considered, Scholl Canyon 
Landfill generates approximately 440,000 metric tons of CO2e per year.  

The combustion of landfill gas is an effective way to destroy methane emissions and lower 
overall GHG emissions from landfill operations. Based upon projected emissions for the Project, 
methane emissions from the combustion of Scholl Canyon Landfill gas are expected to be 
approximately 3.5 metric tons per year --the Project would reduce methane emissions by more 
than 99%.  The final CO2e emissions of the Project comprised primarily of carbon dioxide and 
methane and are estimated to be approximately 58,000 metric tons per year, an overall 86% 
reduction from the un-combusted landfill gas.   

Inclusion of Grayson Power Plant Greenhouse Gas Emissions in an Analysis of Baseline Conditions  

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the consideration of historic GHG emissions 
from the Grayson Power Plant as a baseline for determining significance of the Project.  

In determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the MND compares project impacts 
to those impacts with existing environmental conditions. This baseline consists of the physical 
conditions that exist in the area affected by the project at the time project environmental 
analysis commences (at time of notice of preparation or commencement).  The lead agency 
has the discretion to treat historical conditions or conditions that predate publication of the 
notice of preparation or commencement of the analysis as the baseline for analyzing impacts if 
there are reasons for doing so that are supported by substantial evidence.  In this case the area 
affected by GHG emissions is global in scope and the impacts are not dependent upon the 
precise location of the GHG emission sources.   

The Project serves to combust landfill gas that is generated by the Scholl Canyon Landfill. 
Through the combustion process, the Project serves three purposes. First, the Project destroys 
methane emissions and reduces greenhouse gas emissions as discussed in the preceding section 
of this document. Second, the Project also destroys volatile organic gases (VOCs) and organic 
hazardous compounds through the combustion process. Third, the Project uses the renewable 
energy produced through the combustion of landfill gas to create electricity.  All three of these 
functions currently occur through the burning of Scholl Canyon Landfill gas in the Grayson Power 
Plant boilers.  

The Project will consume landfill gas from the Scholl Canyon Landfill that is currently combusted 
at the existing Grayson Power Plant.  Implementation of the Project will result in that same landfill 
gas being combusted at Scholl Canyon, accordingly the Project will not increase the amount of 
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landfill gas being produced or combusted and does not alter the ultimate impacts of GHG 
emissions from combusting the landfill gas. (See Air Quality and GHG emissions information 
herein above in this Topical Response). In addition, if the Project were not built and Grayson 
operations should cease, the Scholl Canyon Landfill gas would be incinerated in the existing 
landfill flares.   

8.1.1.7 Topical Response 7: Geology and Soils 

Summary of Comments 

Comments received expressed concern in regard to: 

• Pollution doesn't just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock. The Verdugo 
and Scholl Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or 
the more dangerous faults close-by will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing 
more dangerous contaminants from the dump. If pipelines rupture, the gas and 
explosions won't magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak, how will Glendale 
evacuate and compensate the Los Angeles communities affected. 

• If there were a fire or earthquake how would the power plant and Cal Edison’s power 
lines be protected? 

• Scholl Canyon is a 56-year old unlined municipal waste facility located on highly 
fractured, shattered bedrock. It operated for almost 15 years before the Environmental 
Protection Act, so there were few if any controls over the material deposited in the 
landfill. There is continuing evidence that volatile organic compounds and other 
contaminants have seeped below the subsurface barriers and have flowed to the west 
of the landfill. 

• The report shows six active faults within ten miles of the Project site. The Verdugo fault is 
0.3 mile away, and three others are less than five miles from the Project. All six faults have 
a magnitude maximum estimate of 6.7 to 7.2 (2008 National Seismic Hazards maps, 
USGS, 2008). What specific mitigations will the project make to prevent gas and water 
line breaks, slides on exposed faces of the landfill, and liquefaction at Scholl Canyon 
Park, also the site of the proposed gas link? 

• The report states, "Landslide hazard zones are most likely on the steep slopes upon which 
Scholl Canyon Road is located." No mitigation is offered to protect customers and 
emergency responders on that road in an earthquake or fire emergency when it might 
be difficult to reach the power station. 

• There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are 
no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children 
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play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located 
Form Letter (#24). 

• There is an earthquake fault line running under the Scholl Canyon landfill. In the event of 
an earthquake will the gas facility erupt into explosions and fire endangering nearby 
residents? How will the City of Glendale protect the gas facility and nearby structures 
from such an occurrence? 

Response 

In determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the MND compares project impacts 
to those impacts with existing environmental conditions. This baseline consists of the physical 
conditions that exist in the area affected by the project at the time project environmental 
analysis commences (at time of notice of preparation or commencement).  Assessment of the 
project’s impacts is normally limited to changes in those existing physical conditions in the area 
affected by the project.  (14 Cal Code Regs section 15125(a) Accordingly, CEQA does not limit 
environmental analysis by jurisdictional boundary.  

As stated in the Draft MND, the closest earthquake fault is the Verdugo Fault located 0.3 miles to 
the southwest of the Project site. Based on available geologic data, there is low potential for 
surface fault rupture from the Verdugo Fault and other nearby active faults propagating to the 
surface of the Project site during design life of the proposed development. Additionally, due to 
the subsurface conditions underlying the Project site consisting mainly of dense to very dense 
silty sands over slightly weathered, hard bedrock, combined with very deep groundwater levels 
in an area where water bearing soils are not present, the potential for liquefaction beneath the 
Project site is negligible and potential impacts due to liquefaction were determined to be less 
than significant as stated in the Draft MND in Section 3.6.2. 

There may be as yet undiscovered faults that are not and were not mapped in 1952 or in 1989. 
Nonetheless, the Project is being constructed to comply with California Building Code, ASCE 7, 
and Glendale Building and Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events 
impacting facilities and structures. The current building and safety code standards that address 
seismic risk have much improved since 1952.  The Draft MND thoroughly analyzes seismic risk 
based on the most current data in light of the CEQA threshold. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The additional detailed 
information requested by the commenter would not change the analysis of Project 
environmental impacts in the Draft MND and is not required by CEQA.  

As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in accordance 
with the applicable California Building Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale Building and Safety 
Code which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facility structures. All structures will be 
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designed in accordance with the current edition of the California Building Code and Glendale 
Building and Safety Code that is in effect at the time the facility is designed and not to codes or 
standards that have yet to be adopted or go into effect. The California Building Code (CBC) 
2016 edition references ASTM 7-10. The next edition of the CBC (CBC 2019) will then reference 
ASTM 7-16. 

Potential Leakage of Dangerous Contaminants from the Dump 
The construction of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project will include automatic seismically 
triggered shutoff valves on both the new natural gas line at the meter box and on the 
connection to the existing landfill gas pipeline that will shut off the flow of gas in the event of a 
seismic event. Therefore, there will be a less than significant potential for a gas leak and 
explosion at the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as the result of an earthquake. 

Impact of an Earthquake on the Electrical Line 
No new electrical transmission lines would be constructed as part of the Project. The electrical 
connection of the Project would be to existing Glendale Water and Power 12.45 kV distribution 
line currently serving the existing equipment at the landfill. Distribution lines, as well as 
transmission lines, are protected with relays that automatically trip and disconnect a line when a 
fault in the line occurs. The Project would not connect to the Cal Edison’s power lines. 

Volatile Organic Compounds and Other Contaminants Have Seeped Below the Subsurface 
The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would not be located on top of the existing landfill 
material deposits but would be located on very dense silty sands over slightly weathered, hard 
bedrock and would not have any foundation or other facilities that would penetrate the landfill 
or have any impact on volatile organic compounds and other contaminants seeping below the 
subsurface. 

Fault Rupture Hazard 
As specified in Appendix D: Geotechnical Investigation Report (pg. 673 of the Draft MND), the 
Project is not located within a currently mapped California Earthquake Fault Zone. While the 
nearest fault is the Verdugo Fault, located approximately 0.3 miles southwest of the site, based 
on available geologic data, there is low potential for surface fault rupture from the Verdugo 
Fault and other nearby active faults propagating to the surface of the Site during the design life 
of the proposed development. 

Landslide Hazard Zone – Scholl Canyon Road 
The existing Scholl Canyon Road would be the main access to the Project and in the event that 
the road is lost as the result of a seismic event, access to the plant would be via Sanitation 
District dirt roads. However, since the plant is neither a must run facility or a critical facility and will 
have automatic gas shutoff valves installed as part of the design of the Project, the plant will be 
automatically shut down. Access to the plant by City operators is not critical as automatic safety 
systems and shut offs are incorporated into the facility design and operation. 
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Liquefaction and Seismically Induced Settlements 
Subsurface conditions underlying the site consist mainly of dense to very dense silty sands over 
slightly weathered, hard bedrock. In addition, the groundwater level is very deep. The Project is 
located in an area where water bearing soils are not present. Consequently, the potential for 
liquefaction beneath this Project is negligible. 

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is located approximately half a mile from the Scholl 
Canyon Park on solid bedrock and the Project would have no effect on any geological or soil 
conditions at Scholl Canyon Park. 

See Section 7.0 Conclusions and Recommendations of Appendix D Geotechnical Investigation 
Report, for specifics on Foundation Design, Foundation Construction, Concrete Slab-on-Grade 
Floors, Permanent Retaining Walls, Pavement Design, Expansive Soil Potential, Corrosive Soil 
Potential, Site Preparation and Grading, and Post Investigation Services in place to support the 
design and construction of the Project. 

Compliance with Seismic Hazards Mapping ACT 
The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would not house any structures for human habitation 
in accordance with the California Building Code. However, the facility would be constructed 
with a battery uninterruptable power source designed to provide sufficient power to allow for 
the safe shutdown of the Project in the event of an emergency. 

8.1.1.8 Topical Response 8: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Summary of Comments 

Comments were received stating concern that the Project could result in a fire, explosion and/or 
release of hazardous materials would create a substantial hazard to public and property. 

Summary of Response 

The Project includes a fire protection system that complies with all applicable national, state, 
and local fire codes. The fire protection system has been reviewed and approved by the City of 
Glendale Fire Department, as the Certified Unified Program Agency. The Potential Impact Radius 
of an explosion originating from the proposed natural gas pipeline is 9.26 feet. Considering that 
there are no residences or other habitable structures within the Potential Impact Radius and the 
pipeline is in a location not open to public access, a pipeline explosion would have a low risk of 
resulting in death, injury, or significant property damage. The City proposes to replace anhydrous 
ammonia with R134a refrigerant or equivalent as allowed by CARB and SCAQMD, in the chiller 
system and use 19-percent aqueous ammonia in the Selective Catalytic Reduction process to 
control emissions. Use of R134a refrigerant, or equivalent, and 19-percent aqueous ammonia 
would not create any new environmental impacts, worsen the effect of any environmental 
impacts, or require mitigation measures. The revisions to the Draft MND made in the attached 
Errata do not meet the definition of a substantial revision requiring recirculation. 
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Response 

Fire Hazard 
Comments were received that the Project has unacceptable fire hazard risks due to its location 
and use of flammable materials such as landfill gas and natural gas.  

Location in Very High Fire Hazard Zone 

As noted in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND, the Project site is located within a very high fire hazard 
zone. Despite the designation, the site itself has little wildfire potential due to the large areas with 
little or no native vegetation (fuel). Also, per Glendale Fire Prevention regulations, proper 
vegetation management procedures such as weed abatement and brush clearance programs 
are required and will be implemented.  

Landfill Gas Release/Fire 

The landfill gas is flammable, but barely, so a release would be unlikely to spontaneously 
combust. Landfill gas is currently treated at Scholl Canyon Landfill and the Project would result in 
landfill gas continuing to be treated at Scholl Canyon Landfill. There is the potential that one of 
the landfill gas treating vessels could fail due to internal corrosion resulting in a release of landfill 
gas. However, at on operating pressure less than ten pounds per square inch gauge which is 
below the 15 pounds per square inch gauge pressure rule applicability threshold the State of 
California uses for requiring pressure vessels to meet construction and code stamping 
requirements. For comparison, the International Football Association Board requires soccer balls 
to have a pressure between 8.5 and 14.7 pounds per square inch (IFAB, 2017)10. At a pressure of 
less than 10 pounds per square inch the danger of a serious explosion from a landfill gas treating 
vessel is virtually non-existent. While this standard is not applicable to the Project by regulation, 
the City is requiring that all vessels be code stamped and rated for a much higher pressure. 
Considering that the site is already used for landfill gas treatment and the low pressures 
associated with such treatment activities, the fire hazard of the Project from landfill gas 
treatment would be similar to or lower than existing conditions. 

Currently, the landfill gas is compressed at the Scholl Canyon Landfill for transmission through the 
5.5-mile-long pipeline to Grayson Power Plant for power generation, or is alternatively 
combusted at the landfill in a flare. Because the Project includes decommissioning the landfill 
gas pipeline between Scholl Canyon Landfill and Grayson Power Plant, the landfill gas would no 
longer be compressed for pipeline transmission. While the Project does include landfill gas 
compression associated with operating the power generation equipment, the compression 
pressure would be lower than that currently existing at the Scholl Canyon Landfill. 
Comparatively, the fire hazard of the Project from landfill gas compression would be similar or 
lower compared to existing conditions. In fact, thirteen pounds per square inch gauge is the 

                                                      
10 International Football Association Board,2017, Laws of the Game 2017/18, available at: https://football-
technology.fifa.com/media/1245/lotg_17_18_en.pdf 
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highest landfill gas compression expected with the Project, which is below the 15 pounds per 
square inch gauge pressure rule applicability threshold the State of California uses for requiring 
pressure vessels to meet construction and code stamping requirements. For comparison, the 
International Football Association Board requires soccer balls to have a pressure between 8.5 
and 14.7 pounds per square inch (IFAB, 2017)11. 

The engines that would combust landfill gas for power generation are an additional source of 
potential fire. The most probable source of fire would be a lube oil fire.  However, because the 
engines would be contained in steel enclosures equipped with fire suppression systems they 
would not represent a substantially increased risk of fire compared to existing conditions. 

The electrical generating combustion engines would be placed in fire protection enclosures with 
fire suppression systems and electrical equipment would be placed in enclosures insulated with 
an inert gas. The existing flares would remain and do not represent a new source of potential 
wildland fire.  

Additionally, the proposed facilities include a fire protection system that consists of a new 60,000-
gallon water tank, water conveyance piping, two fire hydrants, and fire protection sprinklers 
inside buildings. The proposed fire protection system was designed to meet National Fire 
Protection Agency and California Fire Code requirements. The City of Glendale Fire Department, 
as the Certified Unified Program Agency has reviewed and approved the Project’s fire 
protection design which includes verifying compliance with all applicable national, state, and 
local fire codes. As a result of these fire protection measures, potential impacts from a fire, and 
as discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND, were determined to be less than significant. 

The Project does not create a new risk of fire or explosion than what currently exists. As 
mentioned above in the Topical Response, the landfill gas is currently compressed to a higher 
pressure than would be required for the Project. Any risk associated with compressed landfill gas 
will be lower with Project implementation compared to existing conditions. The highest landfill 
gas pressure produced as the result of the Project will be about 13 psig. This is below the pressure 
that the State of California requires pressure vessels to be code stamped.  For comparison, the 
International Football Association Board requires soccer balls to have a pressure between 8.5 
and 14.7 pounds per square inch (IFAB, 2017)12. However, the City will require all vessels to be 
code stamped and rated for a much higher pressure as a matter of additional safety. In the 
unlikely event that one of the treating vessels could fail due to internal corrosion, because 
pressures are less than 10 psig, the danger of a serious explosion is virtually non-existent. (Which is 
why the state does not require these vessels to be stamped). As previously mentioned, landfill 
gas is barely flammable, so a release would be unlikely to result in spontaneous combustion. A 

                                                      
11 International Football Association Board,2017, Laws of the Game 2017/18, available at: https://football-
technology.fifa.com/media/1245/lotg_17_18_en.pdf 
 
12 International Football Association Board,2017, Laws of the Game 2017/18, available at: https://football-
technology.fifa.com/media/1245/lotg_17_18_en.pdf 
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release would be no more likely to occur in the future than now. The engines are contained in 
steel enclosures equipped with fire suppression systems.  

Explosion Hazard from Natural Gas and Existing Biogas Pipeline 
The Project’s three-inch diameter natural gas pipeline would be designed in accordance with 
applicable pipeline safety standards and would be installed above ground except for road 
crossings. United States Department of Transportation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration developed an equation that estimates the distance from a potential natural gas 
pipeline explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could occur. This 
distance is known as the “Potential Impact Radius”. The Potential Impact Radius is calculated by 
the formula r = 0.69* (square root of (p*d2)), where ‘r’ is the radius of a circular area in feet 
surrounding the point of pipeline failure, ‘p’ is the maximum allowable operating pressure in the 
pipeline in pounds per square inch and ‘d’ is the nominal diameter of the pipeline in inches. 

The natural gas pipeline proposed as part of the Project would have a maximum operating 
pressure of 20 pounds per square inch and a diameter of three inches. The distance from an 
explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could occur is 9.26 feet. 
Considering that there are no residences or other habitable structures within the Potential 
Impact Radius and the pipeline is in a location not open to public access, a pipeline explosion 
would have a low risk of resulting in death, injury, or significant property damage. The Project 
would result in decommissioning the existing 5.5-mile-long landfill gas pipeline from the Scholl 
Canyon Landfill to Grayson Power Plant. That pipeline has a maximum operating pressure of 50 
pounds per square inch, a diameter of 14 inches, and a resulting distance from a potential 
explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could occur of 46 feet 
(Compliance Services Inc., 2016)13. Implementation of the Project includes decommissioning the 
existing landfill gas pipeline and therefore reduce risks associated with a potential explosion from 
that pipeline. 

Ammonia Hazard 
The Draft MND for the Project evaluated the potential hazards associated with a proposed 
3,000-gallon capacity anhydrous ammonia refrigerant chiller system. The proposed facility 
cooling system would have contained less than 10,000 pounds of anhydrous ammonia and risks 
from an upset condition were determined to be low. However, it has been determined that the 
anhydrous ammonia would be replaced with R134a refrigerant, or equivalent, which is an 
alternative refrigerant to and lacks the hazards associated with anhydrous ammonia. This 
substitution eliminates potential hazard associated with anhydrous ammonia and would not 
create any new environmental impacts, worsen the effect of any environmental impacts, or 
add mitigation measures. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would use 19-percent 
aqueous ammonia in the Selective Catalytic Reduction process to control emissions of nitrogen 
oxides from the generation equipment. The 19-percent aqueous ammonia would be stored in 

                                                      
13 Compliance Services Inc., 2016, Part 192 Jurisdictional, Class Location, & High Consequence Area Analysis, Scholl 
Canyon Landfill Biogas Pipeline. Note: Calculation of Potential Impact Radius considers a natural gas factor specific to 
the landfill gas). 
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up to a 12,000-gallon capacity above ground storage tank. The tank would be surrounded by a 
secondary concrete containment structure that measures 38.5 feet long, 13.5 feet wide and 4.5 
feet deep. The secondary containment structure can hold the entire contents of the tank, plus 
rain water accumulation. The California Accidental Release Program regulates the use of 
aqueous ammonia with a concentration of 1 percent or greater if a threshold quantity of 500 
pounds of ammonia is reached. 

In response to comments received on the Draft MND related to accidents involving hazardous 
materials and potential risks to the public, an offsite consequence analysis has been 
subsequently performed for the accidental release of aqueous ammonia using the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency approved Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
Atmospheric Dispersion Model for Denser-Than-Air-Releases (SLAB Model) . The analysis assumed 
the complete failure of the storage tank, the immediate release of the contents of the tank and 
the formation of an evaporating pool of aqueous ammonia within the secondary containment 
structure. Under this scenario, evaporative emissions of ammonia would be subsequently 
released into the atmosphere. The dispersion and transport of these emissions into the 
atmosphere would be subject to meteorological conditions at the time of the release. To be 
conservative, worst-case meteorological data were used in the offsite consequence analysis 
pursuant with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Risk Management Program Guidance for 
Offsite Consequence Analysis (EPA, 2009)14. 

To provide a conservative analysis of potential offsite consequences of an ammonia release, a 
concentration of 75 parts per million ammonia considered by the CEC to be the concentration 
the public could be exposed to during a one-time event without experiencing serious adverse 
effects was used for screening purposes. For comparison, the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration’s Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health concertation for ammonia is 300 
parts per million and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Accidental Release Prevention 
Program Toxic Endpoint concentration for ammonia is 200 parts per million. As it relates to the 
Project, a concentration of ammonia exceeding 75 parts per million beyond the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill property boundary would be considered a potentially significant impact. 

The results of the offsite consequence analysis for the worst-case release of ammonia indicate 
that the 75 parts per million concentration, would extend approximately 150 feet from the 
ammonia tank/release. This distance would not extend beyond the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
property boundary, and therefore such a condition represents a low public safety risk, and 
would be a less than significant impact not requiring any mitigation. 

Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states a lead agency is required to recirculate a 
negative declaration when the document must be substantially revised after public notice of its 
availability has previously been given, but prior to its adoption. A "substantial revision" means: 

                                                      
14 EPA. 2009. Risk Management Program Guidance for Off-site Consequence Analysis. Available: 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-11/documents/oca-chps.pdf. 
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(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified, and mitigation measures or project 
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or 

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project revisions 
will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures or revisions 
must be required. 

As demonstrated in the discussion above, replacement of anhydrous ammonia with R134a 
refrigerant or equivalent, in the chiller system and use of 19-percent aqueous ammonia in the 
Selective Catalytic Reduction process to control emissions would not result in a substantial 
revision to the Draft MND and would not require recirculation. 

8.1.1.9 Topical Response 9: Noise and Transportation and Traffic 

Summary of Comments 

Comments received stated concern regarding the potential for noise and transportation and 
traffic impacts during Project construction and operation. Comments included concern for 
exacerbating the use of the Figueroa corridor during construction, Los Angeles County 
Operational Area Disaster Routes being impacted in the event of a major accident at Scholl 
Canyon Landfill, public safety related to an increase in truck traffic, illegal dumping in residential 
neighborhoods adjacent to the landfill, and cumulative traffic impacts. 

Response 

Noise and Transportation Impacts and Discussions in Draft MND 

Potential noise and transportation and traffic Project impacts were analyzed in Sections 3.12 and 
3.16 of the Draft MND, respectively. The analysis included performing noise and traffic studies 
(Appendix I and J of the Draft MND) as well as considering the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts with the Landfill Expansion Project, Aerobic Digestion Project and Grayson 
Repowering Project. These analyses (which included Project vehicle trips on Figueroa Street) 
demonstrate the Project would have less than significant Project-specific and cumulative noise 
and traffic impacts. 

The City did not select the same sensitive noise receptors for the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project as those selected for Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project. The locations selected for 
collecting ambient noise measurements to determine representative existing noise levels for the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project were based on the nearest location of sensitive 
residential land uses in closest proximity to the Project. These residential land uses would have 
the greatest potential to be impacted by Project noise and are most appropriate for evaluating 
potential worst-case operational noise impacts of the Project on surrounding sensitive receptors.  
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The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would result in a peak of 23 truck/vehicle trips per 
day during construction and six vehicle trips per day during operation. The long-term operation 
vehicle trips are comparable to those that already exist for operation of the landfill gas 
collection and treatment/conditioning activities and would represent a negligible increase from 
existing conditions. As a result, Receptor 1 considered in the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion 
Project Draft EIR that is located just north of Highway 134 and approximately 80 feet west of 
Figueroa Street was not selected for the Biogas Renewable Generation project as it is located 
further away from the Project facility compared to other receptors selected and because of the 
limited increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the Project, the Project would not result 
in a substantial increase in noise levels along Figueroa Street and Receptor 1 evaluated in the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project Draft EIR. 

Ambient noise levels at sensitive receptor R2 which is located south of State Highway 134 were 
the highest of the six locations measured. In fact, the existing day (65.2 dBA) and night time (64.3 
dBA) noise levels at sensitive receptor R2 already exceed the City’s presumed noise standard of 
45 dBA during nighttime or 55 dBA during daytime. The City’s noise ordinance addresses 
situations where the actual ambient noise level is more than the presumed ambient noise level. 
In these situations, the ambient noise level used in Project impact analysis cannot be greater 
than 5 dBA over the presumed ambient noise levels even if actual ambient noise levels are 
higher15. This requirement of the City’s noise ordinance provides additional assurance that 
substantial noise increases in areas already subject to high ambient noise levels are not 
significantly exacerbated. In the case of sensitive receptor R2, the Project noise impact analysis 
assumed day and night time ambient noise levels of 60 and 50 dBA. 

As shown in Table 3.12-3 of the Draft IS/MND, the nearest residential receptors are more than 
2,000 feet from the Project site. Table 3.12-5 of the Draft IS/MND shows the resulting Project 
operation noise level at each of the six representative sensitive receptors. As shown in Table 3.12-
5, Project operation noise ranges from 29.9 dBA to 40.6 dBA at each sensitive receptor. The 
greatest increase in existing noise levels was predicted to be a 1.5 dBA increase during the night 
time at sensitive receptor R5, far below the City’s allowable increase of 5 dBA in the City noise 
ordinance used for purposes of the Project’s noise impact analysis. City of Glendale’s noise 
ordinance requires equal or more stringent noise limitations than those established by adjacent 
municipalities with sensitive receptors that could be affected and is therefore appropriate for 
the Project’s conservative noise impact analysis included in the Draft IS/MND.  

Actual ambient noise measurements collected at the six representative sensitive noise receptors 
ranged between 37.1 dBA and 65.2 dBA during the day and between 39.1 dBA and 64.3 dBA 
during the night time. Despite these wide variations in ambient noise levels, the noise modeling 
conducted to analyze the Project’s potential noise impacts demonstrates as shown in Table 
3.12-5 that the Project would not result in a substantial increase in noise levels at any of the 
sensitive receptors analyzed. The less than significant incremental increase in noise levels 

                                                      
15 City of Glendale Municipal Code, Chapter 8.36 NOISE CONTROL, available at: http://qcode.us/codes/glendale/ 
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predicted at each sensitive receptor would be representative of all nearby sensitive receptors 
regardless of variations in ambient noise levels between sensitive receptors. 

Disaster Routes 

The Los Angeles County Operational Area Primary Disaster Routes identified for the City of 
Glendale are State Route 134, State Route 2, and Interstate 5. The Secondary Disaster Routes in 
the City of Glendale are Verdugo Road/Canada Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, Colorado Street, 
and San Fernando Road (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2012)16. Nearby 
Figueroa Street is also designated as a Secondary Disaster Route for the City of Los Angeles. It is 
important to note that according to Los Angeles County, disaster routes are not evacuation 
routes. Although an emergency may warrant a road be used as both a disaster and evacuation 
route, they are completely different. An evacuation route is used to move the affected 
population out of an impacted area. 

The Project site is located approximately ½ mile from State Route 134 (the nearest Primary 
Disaster Route) and more than ¾ mile from the Figueroa Street (the nearest Secondary Disaster 
Route). As discussed in Response to Topical Comment No. 8, the Project would not result in a 
substantial increase or potentially significant risk associated with a fire, explosion, or release of 
hazardous materials. The Project would therefore have a less than significant impact on Disaster 
Routes. 

Public Safety Related to an Increase in Truck Traffic 

As noted in the Draft IS/MND, the following truck and worker vehicle trips would be associated 
with the Project: 

• five roundtrip truck trips and ten worker vehicle trips daily during the four to five month-
demolition phase; 

• ten roundtrip truck trips and twelve worker vehicle trips daily during the nine to ten-month 
site grading and construction period; and 

• three roundtrip truck trips and 20 worker vehicle trip daily during the two to three-month 
system startup phase. 

 
There would be no increase in truck traffic during operation of the Project compared to existing 
conditions. Up to six worker vehicle trips would occur daily during operation, which is similar to 
that which occurs under existing facility operations. While there would be an incremental 
increase in truck traffic during construction of the Project, a peak, short-term addition of the 
above truck and vehicle trips would not substantially increase risks to public safety. 

                                                      
16 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2012, City of Glendale Disaster Route Map, Available: 
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/dsg/DisasterRoutes/map/Glendale.pdf 
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Illegal Dumping 

The Project does not include the hauling of waste materials to the Scholl Canyon Landfill from 
off-site sources that could result in illegal dumping in adjacent residential areas. Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 1. 

8.1.1.10 Topical Response 10: Public Noticing and Project Location 

Summary of Comments 

Comments received claim that the City did not fulfill its public noticing requirements mandated 
by the California Environmental Quality Act. Additional comments received requested that the 
City hold a public meeting for Eagle Rock residents located in the City of Los Angeles as well as 
requests to extend the public review period of the Draft MND. 

Comments received stating there was a complete lack of transparency regarding the Project 
on the City’s Planning Department website.  The Project address is listed with a Los Angeles 
address instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill. 

Response 

Public Noticing 
The City provided public notice of the Project in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act. Section 15072 of the CEQA Guidelines specifies the requirements for Notice of Intent 
to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration and are listed below. 

a) A lead agency shall provide a notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration to the public, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, 
and the county clerk of each county within which the proposed project is located, 
sufficiently prior to adoption by the lead agency of the negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration to allow the public and agencies the review period 
provided under Section 15105. 

b) The lead agency shall mail a notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration to the last known name and address of all organizations 
and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing and shall also give 
notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration by at 
least one of the following procedures to allow the public the review period provided 
under Section 15105: 

1) Publication at least one time by the lead agency in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.38 
 

affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation 
from among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas. 

2) Posting of notice by the lead agency on and off site in the area where the 
project is to be located. 

3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the 
latest equalized assessment roll. 

c) The alternatives for providing notice specified in subdivision (b) shall not preclude a lead 
agency from providing additional notice by other means if the agency so desires, nor 
shall the requirements of this section preclude a lead agency from providing the public 
notice at the same time and in the same manner as public notice required by any other 
laws for the project. 

d) The county clerk of each county within which the proposed project is located shall post 
such notices in the office of the county clerk within 24 hours of receipt for a period of at 
least 20 days. 

e) For a project of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, the lead agency shall also 
provide notice to transportation planning agencies and public agencies which have 
transportation facilities within their jurisdictions which could be affected by the project as 
specified in Section 21092.4(a) of the Public Resources Code. "Transportation facilities" 
includes: major local arterials and public transit within five miles of the project site and 
freeways, highways and rail transit service within 10 miles of the project site. 

f) A notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration 
shall specify the following: 

1) A brief description of the proposed project and its location. 

2) The starting and ending dates for the review period during which the lead 
agency will receive comments on the proposed negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration. This shall include starting and ending dates for 
the review period. If the review period has been shortened pursuant to Section 
15105, the notice shall include a statement to that effect. 

3) The date, time, and place of any scheduled public meetings or hearings to be 
held by the lead agency on the proposed project, when known to the lead 
agency at the time of notice. 

4) The address or addresses where copies of the proposed negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration including the revisions developed under Section 
15070(b) and all documents referenced in the proposed negative declaration or 
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mitigated negative declaration are available for review. This location or locations 
shall be readily accessible to the public during the lead agency's normal working 
hours. 

5) The presence of the site on any of the lists enumerated under Section 65962.5 of 
the Government Code including, but not limited to lists of hazardous waste 
facilities, land designated as hazardous waste property, and hazardous waste 
disposal sites, and the information in the Hazardous Waste and Substances 
Statement required under subdivision (f) of that section. 

6) Other information specifically required by statute or regulation for a particular 
project or type of project. 

The City submitted a Notice of Completion of the Draft MND to the State Clearinghouse, a 
Notice of Completion/Notice of Intent to adopt the Draft IS/MND to the Los Angeles County 
Clerk, and notice to responsible and trustee agencies on August 30, 2017. There were no 
members of the public that previously requested individual noticing. The City met the noticing 
requirement specified in subpart a). There were no organizations and individuals who had 
previously requested notice in writing. Consistent with subpart b)1), the City noticed the intent to 
adopt a mitigated negative declaration in the Glendale News on August 30, 2017. Subpart c) 
does not require additional noticing requirements. Subpart d) refers to Los Angeles County Clerk 
posting requirements, rather than the City’s responsibilities. The Project is not a project of 
statewide, regional, or areawide significance and the requirements specified in Subpart e) are 
not applicable to the Project’s noticing. The City’s noticing included all the elements required by 
subpart f), with the exception of f)3) which currently remains unknown. The public hearing for 
considering adoption of the Draft IS/MND will be noticed separately when determined.  

The period to provide comments on the Draft MND began on August 31, 2017, and was 
extended from September 30, 2017, to October 20, 2017, then again to November 9, 2017, in 
order to provide the public with the fullest opportunity to comment on the Project. This comment 
period is an extension of 40 days beyond the minimum 20-day public review period for a MND as 
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15073 (a). 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require a Lead Agency to conduct public 
meetings on a Draft IS/MND prior to the public hearing when the Lead Agency considers 
adopting the IS/MND. As shown above, the City fulfilled the public noticing requirements of the 
California Environmental Act for a mitigated negative declaration. 

Pursuant with Section 15073 of the California Environmental Quality Act, the lead agency shall 
provide a public review period of no less than 30 days, if submitted to Sate Clearinghouse as the 
Project’s IS/MND was. The City noticed the State Clearinghouse, Los Angeles County Clerk, and 
responsible and trustee agencies of the 30-day public review period from August 30 to 
September 30, 2017. The original 30-day public review period was extended and noticed twice, 
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resulting in an 82 day long public review period ending on November 20, 2018. The public review 
period granted was over twice the duration required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act.  

Project Location 

The Project is proposed to be located within the existing boundaries of the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
on a non-fill portion of the site; it will be located on bedrock. 

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill (3001 Scholl Canyon 
Road, Glendale, CA 91206) and is located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City 
of Glendale. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. 

The City alternately identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning 
Department Environmental Review webpage http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The 
Project was identified by its street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. 
The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA 
90041. 

The Draft MND lists the address as 3001 Scholl Canyon Road, Glendale, CA 91206; additionally, 
the GWP website http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ states, “The proposed Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is located within the boundaries of the existing landfill site at 3001 
Scholl Canyon Road, Glendale California, 91206. Regional access to the site is from the Ventura 
Freeway (State Route 134) at the Figueroa Street exit.” 

8.1.2 Responses to Comments 

L-1 - Responses to Comments from Jack Cheng, South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), dated September 15, 2017 

L1-1 Technical documents related to the air quality (air quality modeling, health risk 
assessment files, and emission estimates) and greenhouse gas analyses have 
been provided to SCAQMD in electronic format under separate cover. These 
include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files. 

L1-2 Native air quality modeling files have been provided to SCAQMD under separate 
cover.  
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L-2 - Responses to Comments from Amy Minteer, Attorney for Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners 
Association (GOCHA), dated September 26, 2017 

L2-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L2-2 In the interest of transparency the City has provided documentation regarding 
the Project and regular status updates on the City’s website at: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information regarding the 
Project can be found on the Project website at: 
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
website home page at: https://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 10.  

L2-3 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided 
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City’s 
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The City alternately 
identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning 
Department Environmental Review webpage. The Project was identified by its 
street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L2-4 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L2-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L2-6 As requested, notifications for future public notices regarding the Project will be 
distributed to GOCHA by email to rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com as well 
as by mail to P.O. Box 9949 Glendale, CA 91226. 

L-3 - Responses to Comments from Cynthia Kellman of Chatten-Brown & Carstens, dated 
September 26, 2017 

L3-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of Comment Letter No. L2 from 
Amy Minteer, Attorney for GOCHA, dated September 26, 2017. Please refer to 
Response to Comment Letter No. L2. 

L-4 - Responses to Comments from Jose Huizar, Council Member, City of Los Angeles 14th 
District, dated September 27, 2017 

L4-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  
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L4-2 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L4-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L4-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L4-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L4-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-5 - Responses to Comments from Rich Schmittdiel, dated September 27, 2017 

L5-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L5-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L5-3 This is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the Project. The 
comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-6 - Responses to Comments from Dianna Watson of the California Department of Transportation 
(CALTRANS), dated September 28, 2017 

L6-1 The City concurs that the Project will not result in direct adverse impacts to State 
transportation facilities as concluded in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. 

L6-2 In the event the use of oversized vehicles is required during construction of the 
Project the City will obtain any necessary Caltrans transportation permits. 

L6-3 Stormwater will be managed during construction as described in Section 3.8 of 
the Draft MND and during operation as described in Sections 3.9 and 3.18. 
Stormwater will be managed in accordance with all relevant Federal, State, and 
local regulations and requirements. 

L6-4 The City will contact Severin Martinez and refer to GTS# 07-LA-2017-01106 if there 
are any questions or concerns regarding the comments made in this letter. 
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L-7 - Responses to Comments from Lisa Karahallos, dated September 28, 2017 

L7-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-8 - Responses to Comments from Flor Mendez, dated September 29, 2017 

L8-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-9 - Responses to Comments from Kim Turner, dated September 29, 2017 

L9-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-10 - Responses to Comments from Sean Starkey, Field Deputy, Office of Councilmember Jose 
Huizar, City of Los Angeles 14th District, dated September 29, 2017 

L10-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L10-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L10-3 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of Comment Letter No. L4 from 
Jose Huizar, Council Member, City of Los Angeles 14th District, dated September 
27, 2017. Please refer to Comment Letter No. L4. 

L-11 - Responses to Comments from Harvey Slater, Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council, 
dated October 5, 2017 

L11-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L11-2 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1 and 3.  
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L11-3  The period to provide comments on the Draft MND began on August 31, 2017, 
and was extended from September 30, 2017, to October 20, 2017, then again to 
November 9, 2017, in order to provide the public with the fullest opportunity to 
comment on the Project. This comment period is an extension of 40 days beyond 
the minimum 20-day public review period for a MND as required by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15073 (a). Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L11-4 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. The Project location is within the site boundary of the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill and is located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries 
of the City of Glendale. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 
North Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 10.  

L11-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L11-6 Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential hydrology 
and water quality impacts from the Project. 

L11-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L11-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L11-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9.  

L11-10 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L11-11 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L11-12 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L11-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8. 
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L11-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L11-15 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L11-16 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L-12 - Responses to Comments from Greg Merideth, made on behalf of the board of The Eagle 
Rock Association (TERA), dated October 9, 2017 

L12-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of the request from The Eagle 
Rock Association regarding the Project. 

L12-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L12-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L12-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L12-5 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-13 - Responses to Comments from Mark Pestrella and Shari Afshari of the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, dated October 10, 2017 

L13-1 The period to provide comments on the Draft MND began on August 31, 2017, 
and was extended from September 30, 2017, to October 20, 2017, then again to 
November 9, 2017, in order to provide the public with the fullest opportunity to 
comment on the Project. This comment period is an extension of 40 days beyond 
the minimum 20-day public review period for a MND as required by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15073 (a). 

L13-2 The City has complied with all noticing requirements applicable to the Project. 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has been notified in 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.46 
 

accordance with the legal requirements governing its notification by the City of 
the Notice of Intent to Adopt the MND. In accordance therewith, the City 
published multiple notices of the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration as 
follows:  

• By delivering 15 copies on August 30, 2017 to the State Clearinghouse 

• By delivering two copies to the Los Angeles County Clerk  

• Newspaper publication  

• By mailing notices, including but not limited to notices addressed to 
Donald L. Wolfe, Director – Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works and Fred M. Rubin Environmental Programs Division – Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works  

 Additionally, on September 29th, the City submitted notice of the extension of the 
comment period deadline to October 20, 2017 by delivering the notice of 
extension to the State Clearinghouse, Los Angeles County Clerk, and mailing 
notices in the same manner as indicated above.  

 Therefore, the City has indeed provided adequate notice of its proposed MND 
and the extension of the comment period from September 30, 2017 to October 
20, 2017, with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works management 
receiving at least two mailed notices. Additionally, the City also granted County 
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works’ request, in its correspondence dated 
October 10, 2017, for an extension of time of 30 days, for the comment period on 
the proposed MND. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L13-3 Ms. Shari Afshari will be contacted with any questions or concerns regarding the 
comments made in this letter. 

L-14 - Responses to Comments from Francis F Coburn, dated October 15, 2017 

L14-1 The comments have been included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L14-2 The existing pipeline that takes Scholl Canyon Landfill Gas (methane gas) to 
Grayson can be used. Currently at Grayson, landfill gas can be combusted only 
in the boilers of Units 3, 4, and 5. Landfill gas combusted at Grayson is costly and 
produces more air emission than the new units constructed as part of the Project 
that would benefit from new technology and state of the art air clean up systems. 
Furthermore, of the units that currently burn landfill gas at Grayson, Unit 3 is 
presently out of service and Units 4 and 5 have limited remaining useful life. 
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SCAQMD is currently promulgation Rule 1135 that will require all the existing units 
at Grayson to be retrofitted with current Best Available Control Technology to 
comply with current air emission standards which would be extremely costly if 
even technologically possible for such old units. The City has determined that 
siting a Biogas Renewable Generation Project at the Scholl Canyon Landfill is 
more efficient and cost effective than continuing to utilize a pipeline to transport 
landfill gas to the Grayson Power Plant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 
2. 

The glut of power available on the market is not relevant to the use of the existing 
landfill gas pipeline between Grayson and Scholl Canyon. The existing boilers that 
burn the landfill gas are old, inefficient and scheduled to be demolished. The new 
replaced equipment, due to technical reasons, cannot burn landfill gas and 
therefore the pipeline is no longer needed. 

L14-3 Before Toyon landfill was closed, a 9 MW power plant, similar to the proposed 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project, was constructed to burn the produced 
landfill gas. Since the closure of Toyon landfill in the mid-1980s, the production of 
landfill gas has diminished where only sufficient landfill gas is available to produce 
1 MW of electricity. The 1 MW power plant will cost $3.29 million. 

Landfill gas is a free renewable source of energy and since all the landfill gas 
produced is required to be incinerated, it makes economic sense to utilize all the 
free energy to produce electricity rather than flare the landfill gas. 

L14-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.  

L14-5 The Commenter cites a Los Angeles Times Article that opinions that California has 
a glut of electricity.  The availability of the glut of electricity in California is 
irrelevant to the residents of Glendale because sufficient transmission capacity is 
not available to bring this excess electricity into the City of Glendale. Therefore, 
the City has to generate as much power internally as possible and the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is located within the City limits.  The assertions in 
this article reflect a broad survey of state projects that do not reflect on local 
power needs or on local constraints to obtain sufficient reliable power. The 
purpose of the Project is set forth in the MND and in Topical Response No. 2.  

As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of 
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be 
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill 
gas produced at the landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant 
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is transmitted to the 
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electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill instead of transferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is 
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted 
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the 
City of Glendale, and its citizens including: 

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power 
generating equipment; 

• Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a 
free source of landfill gas to produce power;  

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California 
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and 

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into 
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades. 

L14-6 The City has determined that siting a Biogas Renewable Generation Project at 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill is more efficient and cost effective than continuing to 
utilize a pipeline to transport landfill gas to the Grayson Power Plant. Please also 
refer to Topical Response No. 2 and Response to Comment No. L14-5. 

L14-7 The landfill gas power generating facilities proposed for the Project have been 
optimally designed based on the volume of expected landfill gas produced by 
the landfill over the economic life of the power production facilities. Please also 
refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L14-3. 

L14-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4. 

L14-9 The landfill gas power generating facilities proposed for the Project have been 
optimally designed based on the volume of expected landfill gas produced by 
the landfill over the economic life of the power production facilities. 

L14-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 
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L-15 - Responses to Comments from Joan Morris, dated October 15, 2017 

L15-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4. 

L15-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L15-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

L15-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-11 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-12 While the landfill is visible from Glenoaks Canyon the Project is not visible from 
Glenoaks Canyon. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L15-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 

L-16 - Responses to Comments from MeHee Hyun, dated October 16, 2017 

L16-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L16-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L-17 - Responses to Comments from Susan Phillips, dated October 16, 2017 

L17-1 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4.  

L17-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 9, and Section 3.12 (Noise) and 
Section 3.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft MND. The Project construction does not 
include any mining activity, blasting or pile driving. Please also refer to Draft MND 
Section 2 (Project Description). 

L17-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L17-2. 
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L17-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L17-5 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided 
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City’s 
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information 
regarding the Project can be found on the Project website at: 
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
website home page at: https://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 10. 

L-18 - Responses to Comments from Communities United, dated October 17, 2017 

L18-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L18-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L18-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L18-4 The City agrees that flaring methane is better for the environment than releasing 
it. The presence of a power generation facility at the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
would not be used to justify prolonging operation of the landfill. Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 1. 

L18-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L18-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L-19 - Responses to Comments from David Choi, dated October 17, 2017 

L19-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L19-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L19-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L19-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

L19-5 The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations 
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality 
monitoring station located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los 
Angeles on North Main Street.  

As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to 
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the Project 
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area. 
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data 
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The 
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los 
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in 
accordance with SCQAMD guidance and approval. These stations are the 
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet 
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD 
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 
three years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

L19-6 The commenter indicates that there is no mention of toxic air contaminants in the 
Draft MND. The toxic air contaminants emission inventory and health risk 
assessment are discussed on page 3.3.44 through 3.3.48. As discussed in the Draft 
MND, the cancer risk, chronic hazard index, and acute hazard index of the 
Project are below the health risk significance thresholds that are suggested by 
SCAQMD and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Please also 
refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L19-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

L19-8 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.52 
 

L-20 - Responses to Comments from Marie Freeman, dated October 17, 2017 

L20-1 As requested, you will be included on the distribution list for future public notices 
regarding the Project. 

L-21 - Responses to Comments from Marla Nelson, dated October 17, 2017 

L21-1 As requested, you will be included on the distribution list for future public notices 
regarding the Project. 

L-22 - Responses to Comments from Nancy Robbins, dated October 17, 2017 

22-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

22-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

22-3 Please refer to Draft MND Section 3.6 (Geology and Soils), Section 3.8 (Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials), and Topical Response No. 7.  

22-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

22-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-23 - Responses to Comments from Lijin Sun, South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), dated October 17, 2017 

L23-1 The City also appreciates comments from SCAQMD. 

L23-2 The City does not concur with the SCAQMD Staff’s summary of the Project 
Description because the existing landfill gas collection system will not be 
demolished; it will continue to be used to collect the landfill gas for the Project. 

L23-3  The City concurs with the SCAQMD Staff’s summary of the Air Quality Analysis. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.  
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L23-4 In response to SCAQMD Staff’s comments regarding Air Quality Cumulative 
Impacts Analysis, please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L23-5 In response to SCAQMD Staff’s comments regarding Energy Input Rating, the 
manufacturer’s specified maximum energy input of 23.9 MMBtu/hr is based on 
the lower heating value; the manufacturer provides an energy input rating of 
26.34 MMBtu/hr based on the higher heating value. This heat input rating is 
provided by the manufacturer on the proposal form that is specific to the Project.  

 The greenhouse gas emissions will be revised based on the heat input rating of 
26.4 MMBtu/hr per engine. The heat input for four engines would be 105.6 
MMBtu/hr, which result in a total greenhouse gas emission of 48,616 MT/year.  

L23-6 In response to SCAQMD Staff’s comments regarding Compliance with SCAQMD 
Rule 1149 – Storage Tank and Pipeline Cleaning and Degassing, the existing 
landfill gas pipeline would be abandoned in place. The line would be purged 
with an inert gas such as nitrogen to ensure there are no VOC gaseous materials 
left in the pipe. Then, the line will be capped with cement plugs or similar items on 
each end.  

L23-7 In response to SCAQMD Staff’s comments regarding Compliance with SCAQMD 
Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities, the asbestos 
survey will be amended should demolition plans change.  

L23-8 In response to SCAQMD Staff’s comments regarding Compliance with SCAQMD 
Rule 1150.1 – Control of Gaseous Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, 
because the proposed landfill combustion system, which consists of the engines, 
is expected to meet the Rule 1150.1 requirements, 1150.1 Alternative Compliance 
Plan is not required to be submitted. Source tests will be conducted to 
demonstrate the Rule 1150.1 requirements paragraph (d)(1)(C)(i) and 
(d)(1)(C)(iv)(I). Additionally, each of the proposed engines will also be equipped 
with monitoring and recording devices (temperature and gas flow) to 
demonstrate compliance with paragraph (e)(7)(A).  

L23-9 In response to SCAQMD Staff’s comments regarding Compliance with California 
Code of Regulation Title 13, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 5 – Portable Engine and 
Equipment Registration, any equipment brought onsite will be registered with 
CARB under PERP. If such equipment meets any conditions of the PERP regulation 
or the Stationary Engine ATCM that require the issuance of a local operating 
permit, GWP will then submit appropriate applications to SCAQMD. GWP or its 
contractors will notify SCAQMD of any portable engines that are brought on-site 
as required in state and local regulations. Please also refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 4 and 6. 
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L23-10 SCAQMD is correct that the City intends to utilize the Final MND for CEQA 
compliance related to any permits requested from SCAQMD for the Project and 
will ensure that accurate information pertaining to facilities requiring a permit will 
be included in the Final MND. 

 SCAQMD has been added to the Final MND as a Responsible Agency per your 
request. 

L23-11 The City appreciates SCAQMD’s offer of assistance to answer questions regarding 
your CEQA comments and will contact you in the event any clarifications of your 
comments are needed. 

L-24 - Responses to Comments from Brian Bard, dated October 18, 2017 

L24-1 Thank you for transmittal of comment letter L24. The comments have been 
included in the Final MND. 

L24-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L24-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L24-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L24-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L24-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L24-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L24-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L24-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill.  The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA.  The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-25 - Responses to Comments from Celine Abrahams, dated October 18, 2017 

L25-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L25-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L25-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L25-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L25-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L25-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L25-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L25-8 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided 
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City’s 
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The City alternately 
identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning 
Department Environmental Review webpage. The Project was identified by its 
street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L25-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-26 - Responses to Comments from Rick Marquis of Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association 
(GOCHA), dated October 18, 2017 

L26-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L26-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L26-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L26-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 
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L26-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L26-6 As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of 
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be 
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill 
gas produced at the landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant 
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is transmitted to the 
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill instead of transferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is 
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted 
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the 
City of Glendale, and its citizens including: 

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power 
generating equipment; 

• Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a 
free source of landfill gas to produce power;  

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California 
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and 

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into 
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades. 

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 4. 

L26-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 6. 

L26-8 As stated in the Draft MND, the City is evaluating approaches to comply with 
California Assembly Bill 1594 which precludes accounting of green waste used as 
alternative daily cover in the 50 percent waste diversion by recycling 
requirements of State law. Use of green waste digesters which would produce 
methane for use as fuel in vehicles or for power production is being evaluated to 
meet the requirements of this law by 2020. The location of digesters, if used, has 
not been determined. Please also refer to the Draft MND Section 3.19 (Mandatory 
Findings of Significance) and Topical Response No. 4.  

L26-9 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. 
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L26-10 Please refer Draft MND Table 1.5-1 Agency Permits and Environmental Review 
Requirements. This table summarizes the agencies that will have permitting and 
environmental review oversight of the Project beyond Glendale’s jurisdictional 
limits. These include California Air Resources Board (review the Draft MND), 
SCAQMD (Responsible Agency), Los Angeles Department of Public Health 
(Responsible Agency), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(stormwater pollution and prevention), and the Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works (review of the Draft MND). These agencies represent the 
surrounding area and their review is incorporated into the Final MND. Further, the 
Final MND is required to analyze impacts of the Project on the environment 
regardless of jurisdictional limits. The Final MND has adequately evaluated Project 
impacts as required by CEQA. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L26-11 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6.  

L26-12 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L26-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 6. 

L26-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.  

L26-15 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L26-16 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L26-17 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7, specifically, the Project is proposed to be 
located within the existing boundaries of the Scholl Canyon landfill on a non-fill 
portion of the site; it will be located on bedrock. There are hundreds of biogas 
facilities located adjacent to landfills that burn landfill gas in California and across 
the United States. For example, there are biogas facilities that burn landfill gas 
located at Toyon Canyon, Sylmar, Calabasas, Perris, Halfmoon Bay, Puente Hills, 
and Brea, California to name a few. There are no Project or cumulative impacts 
that are not mitigated to a level of less than significance. 

L26-18 There are no Project or cumulative impacts that are not mitigated to a level of 
less than significance.  

L26-19 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L26-20 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
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Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L26-21 The Project would be located at Scholl Canyon Landfill site, an existing Class III 
nonhazardous landfill facility that accepts municipal solid waste and is not a 
generator of, or repository for, hazardous wastes. Please also refer to Section 3.8 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 8. 

L26-22 The Project would be located at Scholl Canyon Landfill, an existing Class III 
nonhazardous landfill facility that accepts municipal solid waste and is not a 
generator of, or repository for, hazardous wastes. Please also refer to Section 3.8 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 8. 

L26-23 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8. 

L26-24 Please refer to Section 3.8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND 
and Topical Response No. 8. 

L26-25 Please refer to Section 3.8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND 
and Topical Response No. 8. 

L26-26 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L26-27 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L26-28 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4. 

L26-29 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-27 - Responses to Comments from Marla Nelson, dated October 18, 2017 

L27-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L27-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L27-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L27-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L27-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 
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L27-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L27-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-28 - Responses to Comments from Martins Aiyetiwa, County of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works, dated October 18, 2017 

L28-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of comment letter L13. The 
period to provide comments on the Draft MND was extended to November 9, 
2017. Please also refer to response to Comment Letter No. L13 and Topical 
Response No. 10. 

L-29 - Responses to Comments from Owen and Robin Lewis, dated October 18, 2017 

L29-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L29-2 The Notice was provided to invite the public to provide comments on the 
environmental document. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L29-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 and Section 3.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft 
MND. 

L29-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9 and Section 3.12 (Noise) of the Draft MND. 

L29-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No 6. 

L29-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6. 

L29-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

L29-8 An MND does not mandate evaluation of Project alternatives. The Project has 
independent utility from the Grayson Repowering Project and Scholl Canyon 
Landfill. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. The City has determined 
that siting a Biogas Renewable Generation Project at the Scholl Canyon Landfill is 
more efficient and cost effective than continuing to utilize a pipeline to transport 
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landfill gas to the Grayson Power Plant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 
2. 

L29-9 -17 Comments L29-9 through L29-17 contain the commenter’s opinion about the site, 
Project and costs associated with the Project. Nowhere does the Draft MND state 
that the existing pipeline is deficient. The potential environmental impacts of the 
project were evaluated pursuant to CEQA and that analysis demonstrates that all 
potential environmental impacts would be no impact, a less than significant 
impact, or less than significant impact with mitigation. CEQA does not require the 
Project to incorporate all suggested alternatives or suggested mitigation 
measures.  

L-30 - Responses to Comments from Sue Flocco, dated October 18, 2017 

L30-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L30-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L30-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L30-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L30-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L30-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L30-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-31 - Responses to Comments from Clarence A. Hall, dated October 19, 2017 

L31-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 7.  

L31-2 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.  



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.61 
 

L31-3 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 7.  

L31-4 As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the California Building Code and the Glendale Building and 
Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facility 
structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts related to rupture of 
a known earthquake fault or strong seismic ground-shaking are considered less 
than significant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-5 The Draft MND is specific to the design, construction, and operation of the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project. The geotechnical study prepared for the Project 
relates directly to the Project which will be located on a non-fill portion of the 
existing Scholl Canyon Landfill with underlying soil conditions consisting mainly of 
dense to very dense silty sands over slightly weathered, hard bedrock. As stated 
in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the California Building Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale 
Building and Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events 
impacting facility structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts at 
the Project site related to rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong seismic 
ground-shaking are considered less than significant. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 7. 

L31-6 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos 1 and 8. 

L31-7 The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is 
located northerly of the entrance. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site 
is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA 90041. However, the Project site is 
located approximately 0.4 miles northeast of California Highway 134. The first 
sentence on the last paragraph on page 3.6.1 of the Draft MND has been 
corrected to read “California Highway 134 is located approximately 0.25 miles 
southwest of the scales and entry/exit gate to the site on Scholl Canyon Road…” 
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Other comments are informational in nature and therefore do not identify a 
specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and 
compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7. 

L31-8 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other 
comments are informational in nature. . The commenter’s statement is included in 
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7. 

L31-9 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other comments are 
informational in nature. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7. 

L31-10 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other 
comments are informational in nature. The commenter’s statement is included in 
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project.  

Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential hydrology 
and water quality impacts from the Project. Please refer to also Topical Response 
No 1. 

L31-11 As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the California Building Code and the Glendale Building and 
Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facility 
structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts related to rupture of 
a known earthquake fault or strong seismic ground-shaking are considered less 
than significant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-12 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L31-13 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. . The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7. 

L31-14 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other 
comments are informational in nature. The commenter’s statement is included in 
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 and 8. 

L31-15 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L31-16 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for 
a discussion of potential hydrology and water quality impacts from the Project. 
Please refer to also Topical Response Nos 1 and 7. 

L31-17 The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-18 There may be as yet undiscovered faults that are not and were not mapped in 
1952 or in 1989. Nonetheless, the Project is being constructed to comply with 
California Building Code, ASCE 7, and Glendale Building and Safety Code 2016 
which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facilities and structures. The 
current building and safety code standards that address seismic risk are far 
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superior than in 1952, and the MND thoroughly analyzes seismic risk based on the 
most current data in light of the CEQA threshold. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-19 The commenter states an opinion about geologic mapping generally of the area 
of Scholl Canyon. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-20 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-21 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L31-22 As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the California Building Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale 
Building and Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events 
impacting facility structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts at 
the Project site related to rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong seismic 
ground-shaking are considered less than significant. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 7. 

L31-23 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 1. 

L-32 - Responses to Comments from Dennis Malone, dated October 19, 2017 

L32-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L32-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L32-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L32-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L32-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L32-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L32-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 
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L-33 - Responses to Comments from Elizabeth Ferrari, dated October 19, 2017 

L33-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L33-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L33-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L33-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L33-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L33-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L33-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L33-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L33-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-34 - Responses to Comments from Gary Sysock, dated October 19, 2017 

L34-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L34-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L34-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L34-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L34-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L34-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L34-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 
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L-35 - Responses to Comments from Gerry Rankin, dated October 19, 2017 

L35-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided 
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City’s 
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The City alternately 
identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning 
Department Environmental Review webpage. The Project was identified by its 
street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L35-2 The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience. It appears that the 
gentleman to whom you placed your inquiry was misinformed. The Draft MND for 
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project was available for public review from 
August 30, 2017 through November 9, 2017, and continues to remain available, 
on the City of Glendale Community Development’s website at: 
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/, and at the Glendale Central Library 
located at 222 E. Harvard Street, Glendale California 90215. Copies of the Draft 
MND are also available at the Community Development Department of the City 
of Glendale, 633 East Broadway, Room 103, Glendale, California 91026-4386. 
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-1. Please refer to also Topical 
Response No. 10. 

L35-3 The information provided to the commenter from the gentleman that kindly 
provided a general description was essentially correct except that a gas line 
owned by the City would not be extended to assist in the purifying process. As 
described in the Draft MND, the Project would connect to the existing Sanitation 
District landfill gas collection system. 

L35-4 The information provided to the commenter was essentially correct; however, it 
should be noted that the proposed anaerobic digester project is not a part of the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project, and is not needed for the Project. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L35-5 The commenter asks a series of questions concerning how the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project will be constructed, and whether it would be expanded in 
relation to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Project. The comment suggests that the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project is the beginning of more projects at Scholl 
Canyon. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project does not include any future 
expansion and is separate from any plans to expand the Scholl Canyon Landfill. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 
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L35-6 The Scholl Canyon Landfill gas pipeline is currently permitted and meets 
regulatory requirements. The pipeline and its proposed decommissioning is 
analyzed as part of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Currently at 
Grayson, landfill gas can be combusted only in the boilers of Units 3, 4, and 5. 
Landfill gas combusted at Grayson is costly and produces more air emission than 
the new units constructed as part of the Project that would benefit from new 
technology and state of the art air clean up systems. Furthermore, of the units 
that currently burn landfill gas at Grayson, Unit 3 is presently out of service and 
Units 4 and 5 have limited remaining useful life. SCAQMD is currently promulgating 
Rule 1135 that will require all the existing units at Grayson to be retrofitted with 
current Best Available Control Technology to comply with current air emission 
standards which would be extremely costly if even technologically possible for 
such old units. The City has determined that siting a Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project at the Scholl Canyon Landfill is more efficient and cost 
effective than continuing to utilize a pipeline to transport landfill gas to the 
Grayson Power Plant. Also, please refer to Response to Comment Letter No. L14 
and Topical Response No. 2 

L35-7 The City provided public notice of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA 
requirements. The DRAFT Environmental Impact Report, Grayson Repowering 
Project prepared for City of Glendale Water and Power by Stantec Consulting 
Services Inc., is available in hard copy at the Glendale Central Library Glendale 
History Room Reference (333.7932 DRA). Please refer to the following link: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=38536. 

L35-8 The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience, and assures you that a 
hard copy of the Draft MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project was 
placed at the Central Library. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L28-7 
above. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-1. 

L35-9 The commenter states an opinion that three other projects are tied to the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project at Scholl Canyon. The Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project has independent utility from Scholl Canyon Landfill, Grayson 
Repowering Project and from a possible future anaerobic digestion project. 
Please Refer to Topical Response No. 1 and 2. The MND considered the Scholl 
Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, and the Green Waste Digester Project with the 
Grayson Repowering Project in Section 3.19 of the Draft MND. Please refer to also 
Response to Comment No. L35-2 above. 

L35-10 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Power Plant 
Repowering Project are separate and independent projects that are being 
evaluated through separate CEQA processes. Either project could proceed 
independently of one another. The only common physical component is the 
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existing landfill gas pipeline which will be abandoned in place as part of the 
Project. Cumulative impacts that could result from the Project in combination 
with past, current, or probably future projects are discussed in the Draft MND 
Section 3.19. The Grayson Power Plant Repowering Project is one of the projects in 
combination with the Project that is considered in the cumulative impacts 
assessment. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L35-11 The City has not determined whether to proceed with a Green Waste Digester 
Project at Scholl Canyon Landfill. If it proceeds, it would be evaluated as a 
separate and independent project through a separate CEQA process. 
Cumulative impacts that could result from the Project in combination with past, 
current, or probably future projects are discussed in the Draft MND Section 3.19 
and Topical Response No. 4.  

 The City has an exclusive negotiating agreement with a private entity, Waste 
Resources, Inc., a California corporation, OWS, Inc, an Ohio corporation, and 
SCORE, LLC, a special purpose joint venture entity (collectively, the 
“Developers”), is in the process of determining the feasibility of developing an 
integrated resource recovery and energy conservation facility (the anaerobic 
digestion project). After the Developers complete their feasibility study, the City 
will then have the opportunity to evaluate and decide whether it is in the City’s 
interest to pursue such a project. Until a potential anaerobic digestion project is 
evaluated as potentially feasible it is premature to assume such a project would 
move forward, and if it does it would need to undergo separate review under 
CEQA. 

L35-12 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 4, 
and 9. 

L35-13 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-12. 

L35-14 Potential aesthetics impacts are discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant aesthetics impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L35-15 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
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decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

L35-16 As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of 
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be 
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill 
gas produced at the landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant 
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is transmitted to the 
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill instead of transferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is 
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted 
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the 
City of Glendale, and its citizens including: 

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power 
generating equipment; 

• Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a 
free source of landfill gas to produce power;  

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California 
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and 

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into 
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades. 

L35-17  The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Draft MND Section 3.19, and Topical 
Response No. 3. 

L-36 - Responses to Comments from Helen Mallory, dated October 19, 2017 

L36-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L36-2 Air quality assessment performed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for construction 
and operation of the Project concluded that emissions in combination with 
ambient air quality would not exceed thresholds of significance based on 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 
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and South Coast Air Quality Management District allowable pollutant increases. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L36-3 The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations 
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality 
monitoring station located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los 
Angeles on North Main Street.  

 As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to 
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project 
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area. 
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data 
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The 
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los 
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in 
accordance with SCQAMD guidance and approval. These stations are the 
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet 
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD 
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 3 
years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L36-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L36-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, and 9. 

L36-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L36-7 The commenter states that the MND relied on 2008 seismic maps instead of the 
more recent 2014 maps. As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the applicable California Building 
Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale Building and Safety Code which considers the 
risk of seismic events impacting facility structures. All structures will be designed in 
accordance with the current edition of the California Building Code and 
Glendale Building and Safety Code that is in effect at the time the facility is 
designed. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L36-8 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 
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L36-9 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L36-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L36-11 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L36-12  Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L36-13  The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L36-14 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L36-15 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 
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L-37 - Responses to Comments from Linda Pillsbury, dated October 19, 2017 

L37-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of Comment Letter No. L37. 

L37-2 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality 
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during construction and 
operation of the Project no significant air quality impacts would occur. Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L37-3 Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials 
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L37-4 Please refer o Topical Response No. 4.  

L37-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 10. 

L37-6 Please refer Response to Comment No. L37-5. 

L37-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

L37-8 The landfill is the source of methane emissions. The Project incinerates methane 
generated by the landfill; methane is a potent GHG with a significantly higher 
global warming potential than emissions from combustion. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 1 and 3. 

L37-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L37-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 10.  

L-38 - Responses to Comments from Liz Amsden, dated October 19, 2017 

L38-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L38-2 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1 and 3.  
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L38-3  Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L38-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is 
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. 

L38-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L38-6 Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential hydrology 
and water quality impacts from the Project. 

L38-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L38-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L38-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9. 

L38-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 9.  

L38-11 Draft MND Section 3.16, which demonstrates that the Project would result in less 
than significant traffic and transportation impacts. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 1 and 9. 

L38-12 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L38-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8. 

L38-14 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L38-15 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L38-16 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3. 
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L-39 - Responses to Comments from Marie Freeman, dated October 19, 2017 

L39-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L39-2 The commenter makes a conclusory statement that there is sufficient evidence to 
support a fair argument that the mitigation measures may not achieve the goal 
of reducing impacts [of the Project] below a level of significance. However, the 
commenter does not provide any evidence to support this statement. The City of 
Glendale disagrees with the commenter’s statement. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 3. 

L39-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2 and 4. 

L39-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L39-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L39-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L39-7 The evaluation of environmental factors in the Draft MND considered the area 
surrounding the Scholl Canyon Landfill that could be impacted by the Project. 
The analysis of each environmental factor considered the extent to which 
impacts could reasonably be determined to occur including offsite locations. No 
arbitrary City, County, or community boundary was applied that limited the 
evaluation of environmental impacts. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L39-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4.  

L39-9 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L39-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L39-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-11 
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L39-12 Please refer to Response to Comment No L35-11. Please refer to also Draft MND 
Section 3.19, Topical Response No. 4.  

L39-13 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality 
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during construction and 
operation of the Project no significant air quality impacts would occur. Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L39-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L39-15 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6, Response to Comment No. L23, 
and Draft MND Section 3.19. 

L39-16 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 and Response to Comment No. L23. 

L39-17 The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations 
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality 
monitoring station located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los 
Angeles on North Main Street.  

As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to 
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project 
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area. 
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data 
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The 
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los 
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in 
accordance with SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the 
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet 
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD 
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 3 
years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L39-18 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality 
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during construction and 
operation of the Project no significant air quality impacts would occur. Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L39-19 The commenter expresses concern that relocating the landfill gas combustion for 
power generation from Grayson Power Plant to Scholl Canyon Landfill will add air 
pollutants to the surrounding residential and commercial receptors.  
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• The MND has shown the emission increase of criteria pollutants and health 
risk assessment results for the region surrounding the Project do not 
exceed the significance thresholds set by SCAQMD.  

The commenter makes the statement “The project’s four reciprocating internal 
combustion engines have a capacity to burn 5,532 cubic feet per minute (scfm), 
while the MND reports that the landfill produces about 5,000 cubic feet per 
minute.” 

• The air dispersion model performed based on the emission rates from 
combusting landfill gas at their full capacity of 5,532 cubic feet per minute 
even though the current average landfill gas production is about 5,000 
cubic feet per minute. The analysis of emissions at the higher fuel 
throughput rate is a conservative, worst-case analysis. 

The commenter expresses concern that the air dispersion model does not appear 
to take into account “fugitive” gas or leaks from gas pipes.  

• Emissions of methane or VOCs are not part of ambient air impact analyses 
models because ambient air quality standards do not exist for such 
pollutants. Additionally, the landfill currently has the potential to release 
fugitive emissions of methane and VOCs from the existing landfill gas 
collection system which is required to prevent even greater emissions of 
these pollutants through the soil and surface area of the landfill. The 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project does not change the configuration 
or operation of the landfill gas collection system.  

• The project includes the decommissioning of a 5.5-mile gas transmission 
pipeline that transfers landfill gas to the Grayson plant and eliminates any 
existing potential for leaks from that pipeline. The Project will also require in 
the installation of a new and modern fuel delivery system to serve the 
engines. Please refer to Project Description of the Draft MND, Section 2. 
The Project will replace the existing fuel processing equipment with a new 
gas clean up and gas condensate system to supply the engines that will 
generate the electricity. The Project will not increase the potential for 
fugitive emissions.  

The commenter expresses concern regarding the utilization of the landfill gas flare 
system once the power plant is built.  

• The currently SCAQMD permitted flare system is used when the boilers at 
Grayson Power Plant can’t burn the landfill gas due to maintenance or 
breakdown. Once the proposed engines are installed, the utilization of the 
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flare system will not be greater than the current condition because landfill 
gas will continue to be flared only during engine maintenance or 
breakdown regardless of where those engines are located. In fact, the 
utilization of the flare is expected to be much less because new engines 
will likely to have less maintenance or breakdown events than the existing 
boilers at Grayson that are up to 70 years old.  

The commenter makes the statement “If an anaerobic digestion system is built, 
will additional engines be required? How will this affect air quality?  

• Additional engines are not proposed as part of the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project.  

• If an anaerobic digestion system is ultimately proposed, it would also be 
subject to a robust air quality analysis and SCAQMD permitting program. If 
impacts from a future project exceed SCAQMD permitting standards 
(which are in line with CEQA significance determination criteria), then the 
project would not qualify for SCAQMD permits and would not be built. 

The commenter questions “How will the new plant be integrated with a cost-
effective leak detection and pipe integrity monitoring system for both closed and 
active parts of the landfill?” 

• The City will comply with any applicable leak detection and repair 
regulations affecting the landfill. Both active and inactive components of 
the landfill will continue to be regulated by SCAQMD regardless of the 
Project. The SCAQMD regulations include provisions to ensure the 
efficiency and integrity of the landfill gas collection and methane 
destruction systems. Because the engines proposed for the Project will be 
used to destroy fugitive methane emissions from the landfill, they will also 
be regulated by SCAQMD to ensure compliance with federal and local 
landfill methane capture and destruction efficiency standards. 

L39-20 As stated in Sections 1.1 and 2.3.1 of the Draft MND, the existing transmission 
system will be used to deliver generated electricity into the electrical grid without 
a need for transmission facility upgrades. Connection will be to the existing 12.47 
kV distribution line currently serving the Sanitation District’s facilities and the 
existing gas processing equipment at the Project site. 

L39-21 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L39-22 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L39-23 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 
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L39-24 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

 Please refer to Section 3.15 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
recreation impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
construction and operation of the Project no significant recreation impacts would 
occur. 

L39-25 The Draft MND does address lighting and aesthetic impacts. As stated in Section 
3.1 of the Draft MND, “Existing sources of light and glare in the Project vicinity 
include automatic night lighting in the equipment and scales facility and 
portable light towers at the adjacent SCLF. Existing light and glare sources at the 
Project site consist of security lighting located at the Sanitation District office 
trailers and overlooking the chemical storage areas. The lights are hooded and 
pointed downward in order to minimize glare. LFG flaring is contained within 
open cylinder flares, which have no direct flame and are not a source of light or 
glare.” The analysis concluded that during construction and operation of the 
Project no significant aesthetics impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 5. 

L39-26 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. Ongoing Scholl Canyon Landfill operations, including hazardous waste 
management associated with those operations, are not a component of the 
Project. 

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials 
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 8. 

L39-27 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 1 and 8. 

L39-28 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. Ongoing Scholl Canyon Landfill operations, including hazardous waste 
management associated with those operations, are not a component of the 
Project. The Project is not located in a “fill area” or “active” portion of the Landfill. 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 8. 

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
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construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials 
impacts would occur.  

L39-29 Components of the Biogas Renewable Generation facility are described in 
Section 2 of the Draft MND, including the process to manage liquid condensate 
as a byproduct of landfill gas, use and storage of ammonia, and location of 
chemical storage. 

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials 
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L39-30 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L39-31 A twelve-inch water line is the size required to provide the fire flow in accordance 
with the California Fire Code (CFC). Fire hydrants will be located within the Project 
site in accordance with the CFC. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L39-32 The anaerobic digester is not part of the Project; there are no new transmission 
lines being constructed. The Project will not tie into So Cal Edison’s high-tension 
transmission lines. The Project will tie into Glendale’s existing electrical distribution 
system. The risk of fire due to the Project has been assessed and described in the 
Draft MND as less than significant. Access roads for the Project site will be 
designed to specification of the Glendale Building and Safety Code and 
Glendale Fire Code in order to accommodate emergency response vehicles. In 
addition, alternative site evacuation routes would be available via Scholl Canyon 
Road, and through various existing roads throughout the landfill depending on 
potential wildfire location. The Project does not include any component that 
would result in inadequate emergency access to the site or surrounding areas. 
Vehicles are not anticipated to block roadways or intersections, reduce speed 
below the speed limit on roadways, or to interfere with access of emergency 
vehicles. Therefore, based on the information presented in the Draft MND no 
impacts affecting emergency access would occur from the Project. Please also 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L39-33 No water will not be used in the gas scrubbing process. Potable water will only be 
used for the restroom, emergency showers and eye wash stations, or where 
human contact could be expected, and for firefighting.  

L39-34 The Project will have one water closet and two sinks and be manned with two 
operators, eight hours a day, five days a week, the actual water consumption will 
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be significantly less than the 450 gallons per day as provided in Section 3.18 of the 
Draft MND. 

Please refer to the Draft MND Section 3.18 (Utilities and Service Systems) for a 
discussion of water usage for the Project. 

L39-35 The Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project has no connection to the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project.  The Final Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project 
EIR considered multiple alternatives to the Sheldon Non-Potable Water Reservoir, 
which is next to an existing reservoir near the Rose Bowl, and determined that the 
Sheldon Non-Potable Water Reservoir is the best alternative for this reservoir, as 
indicated in the Draft EIR which is Volume 1 of the Final EIR.  Also, the portion of 
the existing Glendale Recycled Water System that will connect to the City of 
Pasadena includes conversion of an existing potable reservoir to a non-potable 
reservoir and in Pasadena’s Draft EIR it is labeled as “Existing Glendale Potable 
Water Reservoir at Scholl Canyon”.  This reservoir is not in the landfill and is 
actually called the Glenoaks 1666 Tank.  There are not four non-potable water 
storage facilities at the landfill listed in Pasadena’s Draft or Final EIR.  Additionally, 
all pumping facilities supplying the one existing tank, are already existing and 
receive power from the City of Glendale, none of them receive power from the 
landfill. 

L39-36 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. Ongoing Scholl Canyon Landfill operations are not a component of the 
Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or 
CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7. 

L39-37 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L39-38 Please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
emergency access impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
construction and operation of the Project no significant emergency access 
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8. 

L39-39 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Regardless of whether the landfill is open or closed, 
methane will continue to be produced by from the organic degradation of 
materials in the landfill. Landfill gas is required to be combusted. 
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L39-40 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-40 - Responses to Comments from Michael Mallory, dated October 19, 2017 

L40-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L40-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. Please refer to Response to Comment L24-
1. 

L40-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. Please refer to Response to Comment L24. 

L40-4 Please refer to Response to Comment L24-6. Please also refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L40-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. Please refer to also Response to Comment 
L24-7. 

L40-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. Please refer to also Response to Comment 
L24-8. 

L40-7 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L40-8 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L-41 - Responses to Comments from Miri and Andrew Hindes, dated October 19, 2017 

L41-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-42 - Responses to Comments from Monica Cheang, dated October 19, 2017 

L42-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L42-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L42-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L42-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L42-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L42-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L42-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-43 - Responses to Comments from Peter Finestone, dated October 19, 2017 

L43-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L43-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L43-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L43-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L43-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L43-6 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-44 - Responses to Comments from R Kataoka, dated October 19, 2017 

L44-1 Please refer to Section 3.15 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential 
recreation impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during 
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construction and operation of the Project no significant recreation impacts would 
occur. 

L44-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L44-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L44-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L44-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L44-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L44-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L44-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-45- Responses to Comments from Sharon Landin, dated October 19, 2017 

L45-1 The purpose of the existing site description on the MND document is to describe 
the general location of the landfill relative to the landmarks, such as parks, 
freeways, or, stadium. Please refer to Draft MND Sections 2.0 and 3.0. The air 
quality impact study does not omit or neglect the effect of the Project emissions 
on the surrounding and regional residential and commercial receptors. Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L45-2 The relevant wind patterns are included in the air dispersion modeling as part of 
the ambient air quality analysis. According to EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality 
Models, one of the factor to determine the most representative meteorological 
data is the historical prevailing wind direction at the meteorological monitoring 
station. The Burbank meteorological monitoring station was selected based upon 
SCAQMD guidance and the inference that airflow at the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
will be similar to that experience at the Burbank monitoring station. Additionally, 
five years of meteorological data were studied to account the variations of wind 
direction because there is no meteorological monitoring station at the Project 
site. 

L45-3 The net emission increase during the construction phase of the Project was 
calculated by subtracting the total construction emissions, which is the total 
emissions from flaring and earth-moving activity, from baseline emissions. The flare 
emissions from the Project are based upon historic emission factors, which were 
calculated by averaging the emission factors reported in SCAQMD Annual 
Emission Reports (AER) from 2011 through 2014 and the results of source test 
conducted in 2015. The baseline emissions were based on the average emissions 
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from landfill gas combustion in the boilers at Grayson Power Plant as reported in 
2011 through 2015 SCAQMD AERs.  

To determine if Project Emissions are within SCAQMD’s Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LST), it is appropriate to consider only construction emissions (including 
flare emissions), without subtracting existing boiler emissions. These emissions are 
shown to be below SCAQMD LSTs. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

L45-4 The Project description includes a narrative that describes the flaring activity 
during construction. Please refer to Draft MND Section 2.0. The Draft MND also 
analyzes the impacts of flaring in Section 3.3.  

L45-5 As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to 
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project 
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area. 
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data 
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The 
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los 
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in 
accordance with SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the 
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet 
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD 
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 3 
years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L45-6 The cancer risk presented in the Draft EIR of the landfill expansion project is below 
the significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. The maximum cancer risk of the landfill 
expansion project is 1.86 in 1 million for Variation 1 and 1.98 in 1 million for 
Variation 2. The potential hazardous air pollutants and health risk presented in the 
Draft MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project shows the highest health 
risk levels of the Project are below significance thresholds with a Maximum 
Increase in Cancer Risk (MICR) of 0.05 in 1 million. Combined, the two projects will 
not present a MICR greater than (1.98 + .05) 2.03 in 1 million. Furthermore, these 
highest risk levels are based on the concentration of hazardous pollutants at the 
boundary of the landfill. The risk levels will decrease further from the site due to 
the lower ambient concentrations of pollutants, relative to distance from the 
Project location and the projects do not result in an-offsite cancer burden. Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 4.  

L45-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6 and Response to Comment No. L23. 

L45-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment No. L23. 
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L45-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L23. Please refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 1 and 4. 

L45-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 2, and 3. 

L45-11 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L45-12 As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of 
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be 
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill 
gas produced at the landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant 
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is transmitted to the 
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill instead of transferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is 
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted 
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the 
City of Glendale, and its citizens including: 

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power 
generating equipment; 

• Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a 
free source of landfill gas to produce power;  

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California 
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and 

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into 
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades. 

L45-13 The Draft MND did not identify any significant health risks to residents. Please refer 
to Topical Response No. 6. 

L-46 - Responses to Comments from Suzanne Smith, dated October 19, 2017 

L46-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L46-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 
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L46-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L46-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L46-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L46-6 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-47 - Responses to Comments from William Malone, dated October 19, 2017 

L47-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L47-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L47-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L47-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L47-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L47-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L47-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.  

L-48- Responses to Comments from Audrey Mandelbaum, dated October 20, 2017 

L48-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L48-2 Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. 
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.  

L48-3 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L48-4 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.87 
 

L-49 - Responses to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 20, 2017 

L49-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6. 

L49-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L49-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, and 6. 

L49-4 The comment reflects the commenter’s personal opinion. Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 2 and 6. 

L49-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6. 

L49-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4, and 6. 

L49-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2 and 6. 

L-50 - Responses to Comments from Dianna Jaynes, dated October 20, 2017 

L50-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L50-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L50-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L50-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L50-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L50-6 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-51 - Responses to Comments from Erik Blank, dated October 20, 2017 

L51-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5 and 10. 

L51-2 The Draft MND has been corrected to reference Dahlia Elementary School as the 
closest school to the landfill. 
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L51-3  Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-52 - Responses to Comments from Jennifer Hoffman, dated October 20, 2017 

L52-1 The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L52-2 This is a comment about air quality as it relates to another project, the Grayson 
Repowering Project.  The commenter is not commenting on the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project; however, the commenter’s statement is included 
in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6. 

L52-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L52-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L-53 - Responses to Comments from Joel Aldape, dated October 20, 2017 

L53-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. There Project does not propose an expansion of the 
existing Scholl Canyon Landfill. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L53-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L53-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L53-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-54 - Responses to Comments from Joel Arquillos, dated October 20, 2017 

L54-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 10. 

L54-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L-55 - Responses to Comments from John Crooke, dated October 20, 2017 
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L55-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L55-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L55-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L55-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L55-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L55-6 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-56 - Responses to Comments from John Dunlop, dated October 20, 2017 

L56-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L56-2 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality 
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that no significant air quality 
impacts would occur from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 
6. 

L56-3 Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. 
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.  

L56-4 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L56-5 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L56-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 
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L56-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L56-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-57 - Responses to Comments from Justin King, dated October 20, 2017 

L57-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion about (or 
preference about) the Project. The Project impacts were analyzed in the MND; 
this comment does not disclose how or where Project impacts were 
underestimated.  The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 through 9. 

L57-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L57-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3 and 4. 

L57-4 In the interest of transparency the City has provided documentation regarding 
the Project and regular status updates on the City’s website at: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information regarding the 
Project can be found on the Project website at: 
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
website home page at: https://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/.  The City will also 
be holding a public meeting to consider the MND and Biogas Project approvals.  
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L57-5 No, the low pressure natural gas pipeline will not be double walled. The pressure 
in the pipeline will be the same as residential gas pipeline pressure provided by 
Southern California Gas Company and it is not standard practice to double wall 
residential pipelines. The pipeline will be secured to the ground by standard H 
pipe support system utilizing PS-200 Power Strut support structure. In case of 
earthquake, an automatic shut off valve will be actuated to shut off the gas flow 
and in case of pipeline failure caused by other than earthquake low pipeline 
pressure alarm will sound to alert operator of pipeline failure and equipment will 
stop operating.  

L57-6 Yes, a real-time telemetry alarm system is being used for the Project. 

L57-7 The Aqueous Ammonia will be stored in a stainless-steel vessel with a concrete 
containment structure large enough in volume to support all the ammonia and 
also retain stormwater. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L57-8 Carbon monoxide catalyst (CMC) is Aluminum Oxide.  It is used in the stainless-
steel CMC housing contains a honeycombed structure impregnated with the 
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CMC. Other than within the catalyst housing, no catalyst will be stored at the 
Project site. Once the catalyst is spent and no longer effective, the entire 
honeycomb will be recycled and replaced.  Per 29 CFR 1910.1200 CMC is 
classified as a non-hazardous solid.  There are no liquids or gases used to cause a 
chemical reaction of the CMC. 

L57-9 There is no volume of impurities from condensate stored on site.   Condensate will 
be discharged the waste water sewer in accordance with the City’s waste water 
discharge permit. 

L57-10 Hazardous waste that will be generated by the Project is spent engine oil and oil 
filters, and perhaps nominal amounts of typical household-type products that 
may be used for operations and maintenance. The waste oil will be stored within 
double walled tanks located within each of the engine enclosures. Household 
type hazardous waste materials will be disposed of as required by law.  

L57-11 Yes, SCAQMD has submitted comments regarding the Project. Please refer to 
Comment Letter No. L23. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L57-12 Yes, groundwater and potential water quality impacts from this Project (including 
potential impacts to that well generally) are discussed in Section 3.9 of the Draft 
MND. The analysis concluded that no significant water quality impacts would 
occur from the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L57-13 The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations 
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality 
monitoring station located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los 
Angeles on North Main Street.  

• As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data 
used to evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected 
on the project site as long as the data are representative of the air quality 
in the subject area. The most representative background data is 
determined based on location, data quality and age of data and/ or in 
accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The background data from West 
San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los Angeles monitoring 
stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in accordance with 
SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the closest 
monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet 
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and 
PSD monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the 
preceding 3 years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the 
Project analysis. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L-58 - Responses to Comments from Kenny Sylvain, dated October 20, 2017 

L58-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L58-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L58-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L58-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L58-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L58-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L58-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L58-8 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-59 - Responses to Comments from Kevin Tseng, dated October 20, 2017 

L59-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-60 - Responses to Comments from Lisa Karahalios, dated October 20, 2017 

L60-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L60-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L60-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and not specifically directed to the 
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please 
also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 9. 
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L-61 - Responses to Comments from Marites Ruano, Krys, Yric, Andrew, and Nikole Howard, 
dated October 20, 2017 

L61-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. The Project location is within the site boundary of the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill and is located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries 
of the City of Glendale. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 
North Figureoa Street, Los Angeles, CA 90041. 

L-62 - Responses to Comments from Marti Doughty, dated October 20, 2017 

L62-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L62-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L-63 - Responses to Comments from Mary Lynch, dated October 20, 2017 

L63-1 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L63-2 Depending on the approval and permitting processes, including the process of 
selecting and retaining contractors, construction is conservatively estimated to 
begin in early 2019.  However, site preparation activities could begin in late 2018.  
. 

L63-3 As stated in Section 2.1 of the Draft MND: 

At the current fill rate, the closing date of the landfill is estimated to be in the mid 
2020’s. A proposed but not yet approved expansion of the landfill may increase 
the life of the landfill up to an additional 22 to 32 years (AECOM, 2014). The 
landfill’s permitted capacity is based on volume; therefore, the closing date of 
the landfill, including the request for increased life, could be sooner or later 
depending on disposal rates as well as regulatory approval for expansion. 

L63-4 As of 2014 the landfill was receiving approximately 1,400 tons per day of solid 
waste. 
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L63-5 No, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not designed to extend the life 
of the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The Project would be located on a site within the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is already collected and processed. The 
amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl Canyon Landfill is limited to 
the volume approved by existing permit. The volume of landfill gas generated is 
and would be fixed dependent on the volume and type of waste being placed 
in the landfill which is limited by the existing permit. Landfill gas would therefore 
continue to be generated by the landfill for many years well after landfill closure. 
The volume of landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is sufficient to 
supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-year life expectancy. The 
Project was designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of 
landfill gas currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any 
additional volume of landfill gas. In addition, the life expectancy of the electrical 
generation equipment proposed is approximately 20 years. The Project has 
independent utility and is not dependent on expansion of the existing landfill. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L63-6 No.  The approximately 5.5-mile-long landfill gas pipeline that currently extends 
from the Scholl Canyon Landfill to the Grayson Power Plant is located in City of 
Glendale easements and rights-of-way.  

L63-7 No, the current facilities at the Scholl Canyon Landfill are supplied electrical 
service by an existing 12.47 kV distribution line. This distribution line will serve as the 
connection point for the Project and the City’s distribution system. The existing 
electrical transmission system at Scholl Canyon Landfill is adequate to support the 
electrical transmission needs of the Project. 

L63-8 Yes, the Lead Agency is responsible for the preparation and consideration of the 
IS/MND.  See California Public Resources Code Section _______________.  Please 
refer to Section 1.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of Lead Agency for the 
Project. 

L63-9 Please refer to the City of Glendale’s Scholl Canyon Landfill for current status of 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project: www.schollcanyonlandfill.org.  See 
also Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4. 

L63-10 See Topical Response No. 1.  The Project would be located on a site within the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is already collected and processed. The 
amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl Canyon Landfill is limited to 
the volume approved by existing permit. The volume of landfill gas generated is 
and would be fixed dependent on the volume and type of waste being placed 
in the landfill which is limited by the existing permit. Landfill gas would therefore 
continue to be generated by the landfill for many years well after landfill closure. 
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The volume of landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is expected to 
supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-year life expectancy although 
the volume of gas will continually decrease some over time. The Project was 
designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of landfill gas 
currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any additional 
volume of landfill gas. In addition, the life expectancy of the electrical generation 
equipment proposed is approximately 20 years. The Project has independent 
utility and is not dependent on expansion of the existing landfill.  

L63-11 Yes, see Topical Response No. 1. The volume of landfill gas produced without any 
landfill expansion is sufficient to supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-
year life expectancy. The Project was designed, and equipment selected to 
utilize the existing volume of landfill gas currently generated and does not have 
the capacity to accept any additional volume of landfill gas. In addition, the life 
expectancy of the electrical generation equipment proposed is approximately 
20 years. The Project has independent utility and is not dependent on expansion 
of the existing landfill. 

L63-12 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L63-13 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L63-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-64 - Responses to Comments from C. Michael Frey, dated October 20, 2017 

L64-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

 The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is 
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. 

L64-2 Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L64-3 Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L64-4 Potential traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant impacts would occur to traffic or 
transportation from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L64-5 Potential noise impacts are discussed in Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant noise impacts would result from the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L64-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L64-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-65 - Responses to Comments from Mindy O'Brien, dated October 20, 2017 

L65-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Scholl Canyon Landfill and not a comment about the 
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-66 - Responses to Comments from Nik Hoffman, dated October 20, 2017 

L66-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-1. 

L66-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-2. 

L66-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-3. 

L66-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-4. 

L-67 - Responses to Comments from Pia Harris, dated October 20, 2017 

L67-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided 
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City’s 
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information 
regarding the Project can be found on the Project website at: 
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
website home page at: https://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 10. 

One of the environmental and safety benefits of their Project will be the ability to 
abandon the existing 5.5-mile-long gas pipeline running between the Scholl 
Canyon Landfill and the Grayson Power Plant as landfill gas will no longer be 
combusted at the Grayson Power Plant. 
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L67-2 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality 
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that no significant air quality 
impacts would occur from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 
6.  

L67-3 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality 
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that no significant air quality 
impacts would occur from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 
6.  

L67-4 Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. 
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 9. 

L67-5 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L67-6 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L67-7 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
See also Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.  

L-68 - Responses to Comments from Pricila Kasha, dated October 23, 2017 

L68-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L68-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L68-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L68-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L68-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L68-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L68-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 
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L-69 - Responses to Comments from Rachel Arruejo, dated October 20, 2017 

L69-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L69-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L69-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L69-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L69-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L69-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L69-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-70 - Responses to Comments from Ryan Reilly, dated October 20, 2017 

L70-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Scholl Canyon Landfill and not about the Project. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-71 - Responses to Comments from Timothy Campbell, dated October 20, 2017 

L71-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is 
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. 

L71-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. Biogas is a Renewable Energy Portfolio eligible 
renewable resource (CEC, 2017).17 Renewable resources include, biogas, solar, 
wind, geothermal and small hydro. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

                                                      
17 California Energy Commission, 2017, Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Eligibility Commission Guidebook Ninth Edition, available at 
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/16-RPS-
01/TN217317_20170427T142045_RPS_Eligibility_Guidebook_Ninth_Edition_Revised.pdf 
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L71-3 Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. 
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L71-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

 The Draft MND and Appendices with supporting studies is 1,424 pages in length 
and not 35 pages. 

L71-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-72 - Responses to Comments from Antonio Bautista, dated October 20, 2017 

L72-1 The comment is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the 
Project and include constructive suggestions pertaining to education on biogas, 
energy and other sustainability measures. The commenter’s statement is included 
in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L72-2 The comment is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the 
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L72-3 The comment is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the 
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-73 - Responses to Comments from Trish and Frank Defoe, dated October 20, 2017 

L73-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L73-2 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 
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L73-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-74 - Responses to Comments from Trish and Frank Defoe, dated October 20, 2017 

L74-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L74-2 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L74-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-75 - Responses to Comments from Veronica Diaz, dated October 20, 2017 

L75-1 The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is 
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The 
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Responses Nos. 6 and 10. 

L-76 - Responses to Comments from Walt Kasha, dated October 23, 2017 

L76-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L76-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L76-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L76-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L76-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 
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L76-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L76-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-77 - Responses to Comments from Brian F Medina, dated October 21, 2017 

L77-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L77-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L77-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L77-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L77-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L77-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L77-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-78 - Responses to Comments from Dan Kruse, dated October 21, 2017 

L78-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L78-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L78-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L78-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L78-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L78-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L78-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-79 - Responses to Comments from Daniel Brotman, dated October 21, 2017 

L79-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L79-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 and 4. 
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L79-3 Health risk assessments were conducted for both the Grayson Repowering Project 
and the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Both assessments show that 
health impacts are below a level of significance.   See Topical Response No. 6, 
please also see Appendix  A.5 to the IS/MND; the Health Risk Assessment is 
attached to the Final EIR for the Grayson Repowering Project at Appendix D.5. 

The City adequately considered population density in the modeling.  Population 
data are used for health risk assessments in two ways. First, when the maximum 
increase in cancer risk exceeds 1.0 in one million, population density is used to 
estimate the cancer burden rate (estimated cancer cases based upon the 
population within the geographic area in which cancer risk exceeds 1.0 in one 
million). For the Project, the resulting cancer burden is zero, regardless of local 
population density, because there is no area outside of the facility where the 
cancer risk is equal to or greater than 1.0 in one million. 

Population density also factors in to the AERMOD dispersion model. The model 
allows for the distinction between general urban, versus rural land use. Urban land 
use results in characteristics that may inhibit regional dispersion of the Project 
exhaust plume. When the urban analysis setting is triggered, regional population 
by county, combined with county surface area are used as model inputs. In this 
case, however, population density is considered on a regional basis, rather than 
a local basis and the values that were used in the AERMOD analysis were 
selected based upon SCAQMD guidance. 

L79-4 The Grayson Repowering Project was analyzed in an EIR; the Final EIR is available 
at the following address: www.graysonrepowering.com. The Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project is a separate project with independent utility.  Both project 
separately analyzed their respective impacts relative to fires, earthquakes and 
flooding.  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4, 7, and 8. 

L79-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L79-3. There are no health risk 
mitigation requirements because the results of the health risk assessment for the 
Project demonstrates that impacts are below significance thresholds.  

L79-6 See Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.  Natural gas will not be pumped up from 
Grayson, the natural gas used in the Biogas Project is being purchased from 
SoCalGas as described in MND Section 2.3.2.  The pipeline between Scholl 
Canyon and the Grayson Power Plant is being decommissioned as part of the 
Biogas Project since it is not needed for either project.   

Some natural gas will be used to maintain the heating value of the gas 
consumed by the engines.  SCAQMD permits specify that the natural gas 
consumed cannot exceed 10% of the energy supplied to the engines.  GWP must 
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distinguish between natural gas and landfill gas used for power generation and 
only that electricity that is produced from the combustion of landfill gas qualifies 
to be applied toward the RPS standard. Electricity generated from the 
combustion of natural gas will continue to be excluded from RPS determinations.  

The blend of fuels has no impact on the quantification of criteria pollutants in the 
MND.  Emission standards for new engines reflect the blend of fuel.  The MND 
considers hazardous air pollutants for landfill gas because that fuel tends to 
present greater emissions. Notice of the MND, in which analysis of air quality 
impacts was completed, was provided.  See Topical Response No. 10  

L79-7  After the power plant is built, the flare system is intended to be utilized in events 
where the landfill gas can’t be combusted in the engines, such as during engine 
maintenance, breakdowns, or other emergency events. 

The Project serves as a methane emissions control system in accordance with 
local and federal regulations. In other words, it reduces methane emissions that 
are a byproduct of waste decomposition in the Landfill. Methane emissions are 
included in the greenhouse gas (GHG) section of the MND.  See also Topical 
Response No. 6.   

L-80 - Responses to Comments from Hury Babayan, dated October 21, 2017 

L80-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L80-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L80-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L80-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L80-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L80-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L80-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-81 - Responses to Comments from Jane Demian, dated October 21, 2017 

L81-1  The Biogas Renewable Generation Project has independent utility from the 
Grayson Repowering Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L81-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8. 
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L81-3 The Draft MND includes air dispersion modeling and a health risk assessment to 
assess the impact to the local ambient air quality and public health. The result of 
the models demonstrate that the air quality and public health impacts of the 
Project are below significance thresholds established by SCAQMD. Please also 
refer to Topical Responses No. 2, 4, and 6. 

L81-4 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not designed to extend the life of 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The Project would be located on a site within the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is already collected and processed. The 
amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl Canyon Landfill is limited to 
the volume approved by existing permit. The volume of landfill gas generated is 
and would be fixed dependent on the volume and type of waste being placed 
in the landfill which is limited by the existing permit. Landfill gas would therefore 
continue to be generated by the landfill for many years well after landfill closure. 
The volume of landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is sufficient to 
supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-year life expectancy. The 
Project was designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of 
landfill gas currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any 
additional volume of landfill gas. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L81-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Section 3.8 (Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 8. 

L81-6 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-82 - Responses to Comments from Pat Hill, dated October 21, 2017 

L82-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L82-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L82-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L82-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L82-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L82-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L82-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 
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L-83 - Responses to Comments from Angela Vukos, dated October 22, 2017 

L83-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L83-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L83-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L83-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L83-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L83-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L83-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-84 - Responses to Comments from Art and Socorro Vilches, dated October 22, 2017 

L84-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L84-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L84-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L84-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L84-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L84-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L84-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-85 - Responses to Comments from Lynn Woods, dated October 22, 2017 

L85-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 8. 

L85-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 
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L85-3 As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of 
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be 
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill 
gas produced at the landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant 
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is transmitted to the 
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill instead of transferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is 
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted 
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the 
City of Glendale, and its citizens including: 

• Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power 
generating equipment; 

• Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a 
free source of landfill gas to produce power;  

• Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California 
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and 

• Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into 
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades. 

L85-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L85-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L85-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The Project is not a federal project or a federally 
subsidized project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for 
the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

L-86 - Responses to Comments from Madeleine Avirov, dated October 22, 2017 

L86-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L86-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L86-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L86-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L86-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L86-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L86-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-87 - Responses to Comments from Maureen Perkins, dated October 22, 2017 

L87-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L87-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L87-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L87-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L87-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L87-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L87-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-88 - Responses to Comments from Mitchell Rubenstein, dated October 22, 2017 

L88-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L88-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L88-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L88-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L88-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L88-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L88-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-89 - Responses to Comments from Renee Holt, dated October 22, 2017 

L89-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L89-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L89-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L89-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L89-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L89-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L89-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-90 - Responses to Comments from Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes, dated October 23, 2017 

L90-1 Thank you for transmittal of Comment Letter No. L90. The comments have been 
included in the Final MND. 

L90-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L90-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L90-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L90-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L90-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L90-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L90-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-91 - Responses to Comments from Jennifer Hoffman, dated October 23, 2017 

L91-1 Thank you for transmittal of Comment Letter No. L52 from Jennifer Hoffman, 
dated October 20, 2017. The comments have been included in the Final MND. 
Please refer to response to Comment Letter No. L52. 

L-92 - Responses to Comments from Mark Whitney, dated October 23, 2017 

L92-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L92-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L-93 - Responses to Comments from Matthew Paine, dated October 23, 2017 

L93-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L93-2 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L93-3 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L93-4 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L93-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L93-6 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
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Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L93-7 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L93-8 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L-94 - Responses to Comments from Betsy Randall Wise, dated October 23, 2017 

L94-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L94-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L94-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L94-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L94-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L94-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L94-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-95 - Responses to Comments from Brooke Owen, dated October 29, 2017 

L95-1 Thank you for transmittal of comment letter L95. The comments have been 
included in the Final MND. 

L95-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L95-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L95-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L95-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L95-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L95-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L95-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-96 - Responses to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L96-1 The City is has not been planning the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project under a “separate non-CEQA process.”  A mitigated negative 
declaration (“MND”) for the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project was 
prepared and a draft was circulated for extended public review from August 31, 
2017 that was twice extended until November 9, 2017.  A link to the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project Mitigated Negative Declaration is available here: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=38536.  Indeed, the 
commenter submitted multiple comment letters via email (October 20, 2017; 
October 31, 2017; November 5, 2017 and November 3, 2017) to the draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Thus, the claim that the City is planning to build 
a new 12 MW plant under a “separate non-CEQA process” is not an accurate 
statement. 

L96-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4. 

L96-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

 It should also be noted that if Grayson was to be replaced with 100 % ‘clean 
energy’, the landfill gas still must be combusted. As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of 
the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-product of waste decomposition 
and will continue to be generated regardless of whether expansion of the existing 
landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be combusted according to SCAQMD 
rules and regulations. 

L-97 - Responses to Comments from Amy Goldman Koss, dated November 2, 2017 

L97-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L97-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L97-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L97-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L97-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L97-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L97-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-98 - Responses to Comments from Herant Khanjian, dated November 2, 2017 

L98-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L98-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L98-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L98-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L98-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L98-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L98-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-99 - Responses to Comments from James Flournoy, Save Our Community SGV, dated 
November 2, 2017 

L99-1 The commenter submitted a number of comments, including associated 
information and attachments.  Much of the submitted information and 
attachments do not include a comment on the MND; where there is a comment, 
a response is provided.  With respect to the other information and attachments, 
the City appreciates the submission, and as noted in the responses below, this 
additional submitted information is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

The commenter provides a copy of the 2005 guidance titled “Engineering 
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California”. The 
guidance also applies to “Essential Services Buildings” which are defined as sheriff 
stations, fire stations, California Highway Patrol communications centers, and 
Caltrans command-control centers. The Project is not a school, hospital, sheriff 
station, fire station, California Highway Patrol communications center, or Caltrans 
command-control center and the commenter’s reference to the “Engineering 
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California” is not 
applicable to the Project; therefore, many of the data requests and 
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recommendations throughout this comment letter are also not applicable to this 
Project. 

The commenter provided the name of an individual that did semiology work for 
the City of Rosemead related to their General Plan and appears to be stating 
that, as a result of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, the City should be 
considering the same studies and updates related to hilltop locations. The Project 
will be constructed total within the boundaries of the existing Scholl Canyon 
Landfill which is part of the existing City General Plan. The commenter also 
recommends several other studies and analysis be performed. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, studies, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter 
would not change the analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts in the Draft 
MND and is not required by CEQA.  

 The commenter also states that the latest version of the California Building Code  
(CBC) is the 2017 edition when in fact it is the 2016 edition. The next edition will be 
in 2019. The CBC 2016 does not reference ASCE 7-16, but references ASCE 7-10. 
ASCE 7-16 will be adopted as part of the CBC 2019. All facilities at the site will be 
designed and constructed per the latest edition of the applicable laws, 
ordinance, regulations, and standards (LORS) in effect at the time of the design 
and approval for construction. 

L99-2 Thank you for supporting the Project. The Project does not include structures for 
human habitation. 

 Potential seismic impacts are discussed in the Draft MND Section 3.6. The analysis 
concluded that no significant seismic impacts would occur from the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L99-3 The comment is a general statement referring the City to another portion of the 
commenter’s attached document. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L99-4 The purposes of the Biogas Renewable Generation project is to combust landfill 
gas for electrical generation purposes and to comply with local and federal 
landfill regulations. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test 
or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. 
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L99-5 The commenter’s question is unclear as to what the main plant is. The project 
consists of four reciprocating engines and any of the other engines can be 
operating when one unit is out of service for maintenance. The comment has 
been included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of 
the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L99-6 No; the engines are not designed to operate on compressed natural gas. 

L99-7 No; the Project is required to run on landfill gas and no more than 10% natural 
gas.  

L99-8 It is not clear what tanks the commenter is referring to. There are two existing 
water tanks located west of the Project site that are not part of the Project. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L99-9 The City disagrees with the comment that mitigation is insufficient. Potential 
environmental impacts were analyzed consistent with applicable thresholds of 
significance and requirements of CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included 
in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L99-10 The Landfill Expansion Project and Biogas Renewable Generation Project are 
separate projects, each with its own independent utility. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 1. 

L99-11 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L99-12 Biogas is a Renewable Energy Portfolio eligible renewable resource (CEC, 2017).18 
Renewable resources include, biogas, solar, wind, geothermal and small hydro. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L99-13 CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is 
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the 
Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

                                                      
18 California Enerrgy Commission, 2017, Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Eligibility Commission Guidebook Ninth Edition, available at 
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/16-RPS-
01/TN217317_20170427T142045_RPS_Eligibility_Guidebook_Ninth_Edition_Revised.pdf 
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L99-14 The Project will not use diesel for facility equipment operation. The City 
conducted an air quality impact analysis for PM2.5 emissions and concluded that 
impacts would be less than significant. The commenter’s statement is included in 
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project.  

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L99-15 Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 6 for a 
discussion of the Project’s potential Air Quality impacts. The City disagrees with 
the comment that mitigation is required by CARB or as a result of the CEQA 
analysis. Potential environmental impacts were analyzed consistent with 
applicable thresholds of significance and requirements of CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L99-16 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6. The Grayson Repowering Project is 
not part of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project; each of the projects have 
their own independent CEQA analysis. 

L99-17 CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is 
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the 
Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L99-18 Potential air quality impacts, including consideration of Localized Significance 
Thresholds are discussed in the Draft MND Section 3.3. The air quality impact 
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the 
Project.  

L99-19 The air quality impact analysis of the Project includes impacts from on-site and 
indirect mobile sources in accordance with SCAQMD policy.   The Project is not a 
proposed land use that would attract a substantial increase in vehicles.   CEQA 
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The 
additional detailed information requested by the commenter is not required by 
CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L99-20 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The project does not generate significant adverse air quality impacts 
that would necessitate mitigation measures.  The information noted does not 
result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-maker’s consideration 
as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

 The project is subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 and construction contractors will 
comply accordingly.  Compliance with all other SCAQMD as applicable will also 
be maintained.   

L99-21 Greenhouse Gas Emissions are addressed in the IS/MND Section 3.7. Please also 
refer to Response to Topical Response No. 6.  The Project does not result in 
significant increases in greenhouse gases, and serves as a methane emission 
control system.   

L99-22 Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-20. 

L99-23 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
There will be no landscaping as part of the Project. 

 All pipelines are being built to code.  Condensate is indeed being recycled and 
the Project does not affect landfill liquids.  The Project also does not include 
landscaping.   

L99-24 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L99-25  Concrete and asphalt removal and disposal will be conducted in accordance 
with City of Glendale ordinances and demolition permits. The City anticipates 
that asphalt will be used for roadways at the landfill.  Concrete will be used for 
on-site road base.   

L99-26 A Geotechnical Investigation Report is provided as Appendix D of the Draft 
IS/MND. Please refer to Section 2.5.2 of the Draft IS/MND for a discussion on 
grading that includes estimates for cut and fill volumes. The existing landfill gas 
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pipeline from Scholl Canyon Landfill to Grayson Power Plant will be 
decommissioned in place. 

 A geotechnical report is attached to the IS/MND as well as a preliminary grading 
plan. Final grading plans will be developed by the Engineer, Procure, Construct 
(EPC) Contractor. The existing 5.5-mile-pipeline from Scholl Canyon Landfill to the 
Grayson Power Plant will not be demolished but will be purging the line with 
nitrogen and capping each end and abandoned in place. 

L99-27 Please refer to response to Comment No. L99-1. 

L99-28  The Project will be designed in accordance with ASCE7-10 and constructed in 
accordance with all current code requirements. A lead agency may rely upon a 
Project’s required compliance with building codes and its compliance with 
recommendations of supporting technical reports to determine that a project will 
not result in significant impacts. 

L99-29 Thank you for your suggestion and reference to your comments submitted on a 
separate project. 

L99-30 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the 
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.  

L99-31 Mr. Fischer is a licensed civil engineer with over 16 years of geotechnical 
engineering experience. Technical review of the report was provided by Mr. 
Stone, a Geotechnical Engineer with over 30 years of experience. 

L99-32 The purpose and scope of work for the geotechnical report is summarized in 
Section 1.2 of Appendix D of the Draft IS/MND. The additional detailed 
information requested by the commenter is not required by CEQA nor would it 
result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-maker’s consideration 
as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

 The external documents referenced by the commenter are not relevant to the 
environmental analysis required by CEQA for the Project.   

L99-33 There has been no substantial update to the preliminary grading plans. The 
additional detailed information requested by the commenter is not required by 
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CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Final 
grading plans are the responsibility of the EPC Contractor.  

L99-34 CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is 
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the 
Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-1. 

L99-35 CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is 
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the 
Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-1. 

L99-36 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-1. 

L99-37 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

L99-38 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.119 
 

 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not in the category of an important 
structure or is it an essential serviced structure and does not require multi-
directional analysis as the commenter is suggesting.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L99-1. 

L99-39 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current building code 
requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L99-1. The additional 
detailed information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft MND. 

L99-40 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

L99-41 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. Highest earthquake magnitude for multi-segment event is listed in the 
Draft MND geological report. 

L99-42 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not an essential service structure. 
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L99-1. 

L99-43 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

L-100 - Responses to Comments from Marguerita Drew, dated November 2, 2017 

L100-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L100-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L100-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L100-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L100-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L100-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L100-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L100-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L100-9  The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L100-10 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L-101 - Responses to Comments from Melodie Khanjian, dated November 2, 2017 

L101-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L101-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L101-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L101-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L101-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L101-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L101-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-102 - Responses to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 3, 2017 

L102-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L102-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L102-3 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers in part to the Grayson Repowering Project which is 
not within the scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter 
appears to be recommending the use of fuel cells in place of reciprocating 
engines for the Project and refers to a 200 kW phosphoric acid fuel cell that Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power has installed for a trial project. The 
commenter refers to such a fuel cell as being capable of running on biogas, 
however it will not run on landfill gas that is different than biogas from a digester 
plant. The comment therefore does not identify a specific environmental analysis 
or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 2 for additional information. 

L102-4 The commenter proposes that Glendale should look seriously at systems that 
convert landfill gas into liquid or compressed gas for fueling vehicles. Currently no 
commercially available technology exists that would convert landfill gas to 
Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) that would comply with Department of Energy 
specification for LNG. The reference provided is for biogas produced from a 
digester plant and not from a landfill. 

L102-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L102-6 regarding Dioxins.  Regarding 
other contaminants in landfill gas.  There is a level of treatment that may remove 
some compounds prior to combustion.  Landfill gas is typically treated t remove 
moisture prior to combustion.  Some solid particles and some organic particles 
may attach to moisture as it is removed from the fuel stream.  Additionally, the 
Project is equipped with a fuel cleanup system to remove siloxanes prior to 
combustion.  These siloxane removal systems can also remove other impurities 
from the fuel stream.   The overall effectiveness of the siloxane removal system 
relative to other compounds, however, is not known.  What is known, however, is 
that a refined health risk assessment was conducted for the project.  The results of 
that assessment indicate that the project will not lead to a significant health 
impact. 
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L102-6 The Draft EIR discusses a list of approximately 40 hazardous air pollutants that are 
expected to occur from the combustion of landfill gas. The list reflects 
compounds shown to exist based upon past tests of similar operations in 
California and elsewhere and is utilized by SCAQMD. The list does not include 
dioxins because, unlike municipal solid waste incineration, test results for Landfill 
gas combustion have often found dioxins to undetectable, or at trace levels.  

To the extent that Dioxins may be result from the combustion of landfill gas, they 
would generally exist at levels that are similar to what would occur if the landfill 
gas is incinerated in the existing Scholl Canyon flares. LFG combustion serves as a 
method of incinerating hazardous compounds that are otherwise present in 
unburned landfill gas. The benefits of landfill gas combustion are recognized by 
regulators and the environmental community alike. Both SCAQMD and US EPA 
enforce regulations to require landfill gas combustion. Additionally, in its 2003 
report “Is Landfill Gas Green Energy” the Natural Resource Defense Council 
(NRDC) concluded that the health risks of landfill gas combustion are 23 times 
lower than the health risk of unburned landfill gas. NRDC further advised that the 
most effective way of managing landfill gas is to combust it. NRDC specifically 
recommended that landfill combustion devices also be capable of generating 
electricity. The Project goes beyond traditional regulations and NRDC 
recommendations by not only combusting landfill gas, but also by utilizing post-
combustion emission control systems to further reduce residual hazardous air 
pollutants. Until recently, these post-combustion emission control systems were not 
considered to be technologically viable in landfill applications.  

L102-7 The Project would emit 0.44 pounds of mercury per year when operated at 100% 
load. The health risk assessment for the Project demonstrates that the total 
potential hazardous pollutants do not lead to health impacts that are considered 
to be significant by South Coast AQMD or the California Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment. 

L102-8 The Project is equipped with emissions control systems that are considered by 
SCAQMD to be Toxics Best Available Control Technology (TBACT). The 
designation of TBACT reflects the most effective emissions control system that is 
available and technologically feasible for a source of hazardous air toxics 
emissions, regardless of economic cost. 

L-103 - Responses to Comments from Michelle Gunn, dated November 3, 2017 

L103-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to “the planned Grayson expansion project at Scholl 
Canyon.” The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
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decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 6. 

L103-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-104 - Responses to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 5, 2017 

L104-1 The commenter is correct that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is 
incorrectly referenced in the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR Section 6.1.3, 
Precedent-Setting Action. The inadvertent inclusion of the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project will be corrected in the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR. 

 The commenter is correct that combustion of biogas is incorrectly referenced in 
the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR Section 6.2, Significant Irreversible 
Environmental Changes. This inadvertent reference will be corrected in the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR. 

The commenter is correct that use of biogas is incorrectly referenced in Draft EIR 
Section 6.2.1, Irreversible Commitment of Resources. This inadvertent reference 
will be corrected in the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR.  

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L104-2 This comment claims that the Grayson Repowering Project should not be able to 
use the burning of biogas as part of its base emissions profile because the biogas 
will be combusted elsewhere. Consideration of existing biogas combustion when 
determining criteria pollutant baseline emissions for the Grayson Repower project 
is appropriate given the nature of the Project and reflects SCAQMD regulations 
and guidance.  

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L104-3 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Repowering Project 
are separate projects. Reference within the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR 
to the decommissioning of the pipe associated with the separate Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project does not require that the projects be considered 
together in one EIR.  

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L104-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L104-3  
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L104-5 The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the Grayson Repower Project 
that is not relevant to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 2.   

L104-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L104-5.   

L104-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L104-5.   

L104-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4 and Response to Comment No. 
L23. 

L104-9 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 2. 

L-105 - Responses to Comments from James Flournoy of Save Our Community SGV, dated 
November 6, 2017 

L105-1 The commenter submitted a number of comments, including associated 
information and attachments.  Much of the submitted information and 
attachments do not include a comment on the MND; where there is a comment, 
a response is provided.  With respect to the other information and attachments, 
the City appreciates the submission, and as noted in the responses below, this 
additional submitted information is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L105-2 The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L105-3 The commenter provides a copy of the 2005 guidance titled “Engineering 
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California”. The 
guidance also applies to “Essential Services Buildings” which are defined as sheriff 
stations, fire stations, California Highway Patrol communications centers, and 
Caltrans command-control centers. The Project is not a school, hospital, sheriff 
station, fire station, California Highway Patrol communications center, or Caltrans 
command-control center and the commenter’s reference to the “Engineering 
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California” is not 
applicable to the Project; therefore, many of the data requests and 
recommendations throughout this comment letter are also not applicable to this 
Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code 
requirements. 
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L105-4 The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L105-5 Thank you for the information on ARkStorm; which is a document that summarizes 
the environmental effects, physical damages, economic and other losses in 
California as a result of the hypothetical flooding and high winds associated with 
the ARkStorm scenario. The additional information requested by the commenter 
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L105-6 The Project will be designed in accordance with ASCE7-10 and the latest edition 
of the CBC. The major equipment will be placed on a non-fill portion of the 
landfill. A lead agency may rely upon a Project’s required compliance with 
building codes and its compliance with recommendations of supporting 
technical reports to determine that a project will not result in significant impacts. 

L105-7 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements. 
The additional information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L105-8 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current 
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the 
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in 
the Draft MND. 

L105-9 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements, 
including current requirements for aboveground storage tanks. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L105-10 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current 
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the 
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in 
the Draft MND. 

L105-11 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
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the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current 
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the 
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in 
the Draft MND. 

L-106 - Responses to Comments from Randall Wise, dated November 6, 2017 

L106-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4. The Project is not being used to 
offset the emissions from the proposed Grayson Repowering Project. 

L106-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L-107 - Responses to Comments from Amy Minteer, Attorney for Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners 
Association (GOCHA), dated November 7, 2017 

L107-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment correctly states that the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project would use methane (landfill gas) to generate 
power and that the landfill gas is currently “processed” at the Grayson Power 
Plant. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please 
also refer 

L107-2 The comment is an opinion that the Project would violate CEQA because the 
MND is inadequate and inaccurate; that an EIR should be prepared. The 
commenter cites to the California Public Resources Code §21151 which sets forth 
the “fair argument” standard for determining when an EIR should be prepared 
and the commenter cites to various court cases that discuss the “fair argument” 
standard. This comment does not provide any evidence to support the opinion 
that an EIR should be prepared for the Project. Please refer to Topical Response 
No. 3. 

L107-3 The comment cites to various court cases that discuss the information to be 
included in an initial study and MND. The comment refers to the October 19, 2017 
letter from the Glenoaks Canyon HOA that allegedly documents information 
failures in the MND (Please refer to Response to Comment No. L26 (October 18, 
2017 letter from GOCHA). Further, the comment states that the MND also fails to 
address the “reasonably foreseeable consequences of the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project and the cumulative air quality impacts.” The comment does 
not describe what reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Project has not 
been addressed in the MND. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4 and 6. 

L107-4 The comment states that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project would rely on 
landfill gas generated by the Scholl Canyon Landfill to generate electricity. This is 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.127 
 

an accurate statement. The commenter then concludes that the continued 
operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill is necessary for the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project. This comment is a conclusion unsupported by facts. Nowhere 
in the MND or in any other document, study, public presentation, or anywhere is 
the continued operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill a prerequisite to the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project has 
independent utility from any future potential expansion of Scholl Canyon Landfill. 
The possible of an anaerobic digester project was examined in the MND. Please 
refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2 and 4. 

L107-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 6. 

L107-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L107-5. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 2, 4 and 6. 

L107-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L107-5. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 2, 4 and 6. 

L-108 - Responses to Comments from James Flournoy of Save Our Community SGV, dated 
November 8, 2017 

L108-1 The comments attached to the email received on November 8, 2017, have been 
included in the Final MND. 

L108-2 The comments attached to the email received on November 6, 2017, have been 
included in the Final MND. 

L108-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L108-4 The commenter provided the name of an individual that did semiology work for 
the City of Rosemead related to their General Plan and appears to be stating 
that, as a result of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, the City should be 
considering the same studies and updates related to hilltop locations. The Project 
will be constructed total within the boundaries of the existing Scholl Canyon 
Landfill which is part of the existing City General Plan. The commenter also 
recommends several other studies and analysis be performed. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, studies, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter 
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would not change the analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts in the Draft 
MND and is not required by CEQA.  

 Commenter also states that the latest version of the California Building Code  
(CBC) is the 2017 edition when in fact it is the 2016 edition. The next edition will be 
in 2019. The CBC 2016 does not reference ASCE 7-16, but references ASCE 7-10. 
ASCE 7-16 will be adopted as part of the CBC 2019. All facilities at the site will be 
designed and constructed per the latest edition of the applicable laws, 
ordinance, regulations, and standards (LORS) in effect at the time of the design 
and approval for construction. 

L108-5 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L108-6 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L108-7 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

L108-8 Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information 
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached 
in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-109 - Responses to Comments from Jose Huizar, Council Member, City of Los Angeles 14th 
District, dated November 8, 2017 

L109-1 Thank you for your comments. They have been included in the Final MND. 

L109-2 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L109-3 The potential environmental impacts of the Project are analyzed in the Draft 
MND. The Draft MND demonstrates that the Project would not result in any 
unmitigable significant impacts. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 
and 8.  
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L109-4 The City disagrees with the comment that the City did not consider the interests 
of the Eagle Rock community. Potential environmental impacts of the Project, 
including, but not limited to those that could occur in Eagle Rock are analyzed in 
the Draft MND. Additionally, the City has complied with all noticing regarding the 
Project required by CEQA Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 10. 

L109-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 10.  

L109-6 Please refer to Response to Comments No. L116 and Topical Response No. 10.  

L109-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L109-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L109-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 10. 

L109-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L109-11 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 2.  

L109-12 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.  

L109-13 The incorrect reference of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as the 
Landfill Expansion Project has been corrected in the attached errata. Please refer 
to Topical Response No. 1.  

L109-14 Cumulative impacts regarding biological resources and stormwater drainage are 
found in the MND Section 3.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4.  

L109-15 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6. 

L109-16 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.  

L109-17 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9.  

L109-18 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 6.  

L109-19 Greenhouse gas emissions have global, rather than local impacts. The project 
neither increases, nor decreases the amount of landfill gas being generated at 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. Landfill gas that will be combusted in the Project is 
currently being combusted at Grayson Power Plant. With the retention of gas at 
Scholl Canyon, the increase in emissions at the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project will be directly balanced by a proportional and direct reduction in 
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greenhouse gas emissions from the Grayson plant. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No 6.   

L109-20 Greenhouse gas emissions from Scholl should not be included in the emission 
baseline for Grayson. Doing so would understate the emissions increase at 
Grayson. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6 and response to comment 
L109-19.   

L109-21 Today, only greenhouse gas emissions from natural gas combustion at Grayson 
are offset through the Cap and Trade Program. The Cap and Trade Program has 
no direct impact on greenhouse gas emissions from either Grayson or the Biogas 
Renewable Generation project. Landfill gas combustion emissions are not offset 
under California regulations because they are required to be combusted by local 
and federal regulations and the combustion of landfill gas results in 
environmental benefits. Transferring the combustion to the Biogas Renewable 
Generation project does not result in an emission increase above those emissions 
that exist today from landfill gas combustion and the increase in emissions from 
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is appropriately measured against the 
baseline landfill gas emissions that currently result at Grayson. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 6.  

L109-22 The project does not result in a net increase in emissions because it directly 
replaces existing combustion of the same landfill gas from Scholl Canyon Landfill. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6 and Response to Comment Nos.  
L109-19 through L109-22.   

L109-23 GHG emissions from combustion is dependent on the quantity and the type of 
fuel being combusted, but it is not dependent on the combustion technology. In 
other words, GHG emissions from engines or flares is expected to be the same as 
long as the quantity and type of fuel combusted are identical. The quantity of 
landfill gas combusted in the flare system during project construction and in the 
engines once the power plant is operating is expected to be identical. The 
following table illustrates the annual GHG emissions from landfill combustion 
during and after project construction.  

*During power plant operation, landfill gas will be combusted in the flare system 
only during engine maintenance or breakdown.   
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 0 – 12 months 
(Construction) 

13 – 24 months 
(Construction and 

Operation) 

25 – 36 months 
(Operation) 

37 – 48 months 
(Operation) 

Quantity of LFG 
combusted, 
MMBtu/year 

833,444 833,444 833,444 833,444 

Combustion 
Technology 

Flares Engines and Flares Engines* Engines* 

Estimated GHG 
Emission (CO2e), 
MT/year 

43,621 43,621 43,621 43,621 

*During power plant operation, landfill gas will be combusted in the flare system only during engine 
maintenance or breakdown.  
 

As shown in the above table, because the net increase of GHG emissions of the 
Project is based upon the total amount of landfill gas that is available and is not 
dependent upon combustion technology, the transition between flares and 
internal combustion engines does not present an emission increase or any 
emissions that are not accounted for in the DEIR.  

L109-24 The statement on page 3.19.4 noted by the commenter is incorrect. The text on 
Page 3.19.4 has been corrected in the Final MND errata, to state that there would 
be an increase in greenhouse gas emissions that is below a level of significance. 
There is a similar accurate statement on Page 3.7.4 in the Greenhouse Gases 
section of the Draft IS/MND which accurately states “As shown in Table 3.7-2 and 
3.7-3, the net increase of GHG emissions from the Proposed Project is below the 
significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year. 

L109-25 Occupancy accounts for 52 MT of the increase and construction activities 
account for 258 MT of the increase. The remaining 4,496 MT increase reflects 
differences in projected peak Scholl Canyon Landfill gas production, versus 
previously reported production rates in 2015 and 2016. However, landfill gas 
production is not dictated by either the Biogas Renewable Generation Project or 
the Grayson Power Plant. Any increases or decreases in landfill gas production 
that would affect Grayson under existing operations, would have an equal 
impact on the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Even with the differences in 
projected gas production, the entire net increase of 4,808 MT is below the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 MT.  

The statement on page 3.7.4 has been revised to specify that the increase 
includes not only occupancy effects, but also construction effects. It also 
discusses the implications of gas production rates on the net increase.  

L109-26 Emission offset or emission reduction credits are part of SCAQMD regulatory New 
Source Review (NSR) program requirement, in addition to Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) and Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA). The Biogas 
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Renewable Generation Project must comply with all applicable regulations 
before SCAQMD can issue construction and operating permits. Because The 
Project is required to comply with these regulations, such compliance may be 
considered part of the Project and need not be separately imposed as 
mitigation. Therefore, net emissions after the application of emission offsets or 
emission reduction credits should be included in determining the significance 
levels of air quality impact.  

L109-27 In accordance to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook prepared by SCAQMD, 
chapter 9.4: Guidance for Assessing Carbon Monoxide Emission, the appropriate 
methodology for assessing CO emissions and determining local and reginal 
impacts is to conduct ambient air quality impact analysis. An air quality analysis is 
also the correct method of determining significance of PM2.5 emissions.  

The result of air dispersion model for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
shows that ambient concentrations of CO and PM2.5 levels resulting from the 
project are below the CEQA significance thresholds that SCAQMD has identified. 

L109-28 Please refer to Response to Comment L109-27.  

The estimated daily PM2.5 emission from the Project operation is only three 
pounds above the daily mass emission significance thresholds. The allocated 
emission reduction credits to offset PM10 from the Project will also offset large 
amount of PM2.5 because the majority of emission reductions used to generate 
PM10 offsets also include PM2.5 reductions. Therefore, with the emission reduction 
credits, PM2.5 daily emission is expected to be below the significance threshold. 
More importantly, air dispersion modeling for PM2.5 was conducted to determine 
the localized air quality impact of the Project. The model shows that ambient 
PM2.5 concentrations will be below the ambient air quality standard, and 
therefore below a level of significance.   

L109-29 As shown in the MND, daily VOC emissions as permitted by SCAQMD will be 
below a level of significance. Net emission increases of NOX, VOC, PM10 and SOX 
are below daily mass levels that are considered significant by SCAQMD. 
Additionally, it is appropriate to determine the significance of project impacts 
based upon the results of dispersion models and an air quality impact analysis. 
The models show the air quality impact to surrounding receptors by estimating 
the concentration of the pollutants as being dispersed through the air. The results 
of the air dispersion model for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
indicates that localized air quality impacts of NOX, PM10 and SOX are below 
significance thresholds. Therefore, there no mitigation is required for these 
pollutants.  
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Because there is no ambient air quality standard for VOC, the level of 
significance for VOC can only be determined by comparing emissions with the 
daily mass emission threshold. As shown in the MND, daily VOC emissions as 
permitted by SCAQMD will be below a level of significance. Mitigation is not 
required. Additionally, the engineers are indeed equipment with state of the art 
emission controls which reduces CO, VOC, and organic hazard compounds. This 
technology meets the SCAQMD BACT as well as the Toxic BACT. 

L109-30 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

L109-31 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.  

L109-32 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.  

L109-33 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.  

L109-34 Please refer to MND Sections 2.3 Project Elements and Section 3.3 Air Quality for 
equipment selection information.  

L109-35 Please refer to MND Sections 2.3 Project Elements and Section 3.3 Air Quality for 
equipment selection information. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.  

L109-36 CEQA does not require a lead agency to perform all research and study 
recommended or demanded by commenters. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L109-37 CEQA does not require a lead agency to perform all research and study 
recommended or demanded by commenters. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 
and 4. 

L109-38 CEQA does not require a lead agency to perform all research and study 
recommended or demanded by commenters. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L109-39 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.  

L109-40 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.  

L109-41 Cumulative noise impacts were analyzed and appropriately determined to be 
less than significant in the Draft MND. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
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would have a minor increase in traffic compared to the Project and would 
therefore not produce a substantial contribution of traffic related noise impacts 
to sensitive receptors.  Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L109-42 Cumulative noise impacts were analyzed and appropriately determined to be 
less than significant in the Draft MND. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L109-43 Project-specific ambient noise measurements were collected at sensitive 
receptors nearest and most representative of those with the highest potential to 
be impacted by Project noise. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 4, and 
9. 

L109-44 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 9.  

L109-45 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4.  

L109-46 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 3, 4, and 9.  

L109-47 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L109-48 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.  

L109-49 The additional information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft MND and is not required by 
CEQA. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L109-50 CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter 
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft MND 
and is not required by CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L109-51 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.  

L109-52 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.  

L109-53 The location of the nearest school has been corrected in the attached errata. 
The reference to the nearest school noted by the commenter is in reference to 
whether the Project would emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school. With the above noted correction, PUC Cals, Eagle 
Rock Montessori School, and Dahlia Heights Elementary are approximately one 
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mile from the Project site. The environmental impact analysis in the Draft MND 
that the Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school is accurate and there would be no impact, even with 
the above noted correction. 

L109-54 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-53. 

L109-55 The incorrect reference to the nearest elderly care facility in the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials section of the Draft MND has been corrected in the Final 
MND errata. This correction does not result in any changes to potential hazards 
and hazardous materials impacts of the Project as evaluated in the Draft MND. 

L109-56 The summary of surrounding communities provided in Section 3.13.1 of the Draft 
MND is intended to provide setting in support of evaluating potential population 
and housing impacts of the Project. Specific inclusion of the residents on the 7600 
block of North Figueroa Street in the subject setting summary of population and 
housing would not change the impact analysis or conclusion in the Draft MND 
that the Project would have no impact on population and housing. The 
commenter further asserts that this omission in the Population and Housing section 
of the Draft MND affects the traffic impact analysis of the Project on North 
Figueroa Street. An analysis of potential traffic impacts of the Project, which 
includes North Figueroa Street, is included in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. This 
analysis demonstrates potential traffic impacts of the Project would be less than 
significant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L109-57 Please refer to Response to Comments Nos. L109-53 through L109-56 and Topical 
Response Nos. 3 and 10.  

L109-58 Thank you for the information that the Eagle Rock Monument and Eagle Rock 
Recreation Center, which are Historic Cultural Monuments, are located near the 
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L109-59 The Eagle Rock Monument and Eagle Rock Recreation Center are located 
approximately ¾ mile south of the Project site. These receptors are farther away 
from the Project than receptors used in the Draft MND to analyze potential worst-
case air quality and noise impacts. Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 for a 
discussion on aesthetics and Topical Response No. 6 for a discussion on air quality. 
The Draft MND’s conclusions that the Project would not result in unmitigable 
significant impacts to air quality, noise, visual, and cumulative impacts remain 
accurate in consideration of the comment. 
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L109-60 The reference to 1.66 acres as the area of effective facility expansion in Section 
3.18 of the Draft MND is incorrect. The area of effective facility expansion of 1.73 
acres is correctly listed in Table 2.3-1 and Section 2.5.2 of the Draft MND. This 
inconsistency has been corrected in the attached errata. The reference to 0.33 
acres of existing equipment has also been removed from the discussion. The 
incremental difference between 1.66 acres evaluated in the Draft MND and the 
corrected area of 1.73 acres would not require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental effects beyond that evaluated in 
the Draft MND. These revisions to the Draft MND would not result in any new 
environmental impacts, substantially increase the magnitude of any 
environmental impacts or require any new mitigation measures. Potential Utilities 
and Services Systems impacts would remain less than significant. 

L109-61 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-60. Potential impacts to native 
habitat and required mitigation measures are presented in Section 3.4 of the 
Draft MND. 

L109-62 The existing landfill stormwater drainage system is designed to handle stormwater 
from the entire landfill site. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is located 
entirely within a non-filled portion of the landfill site; therefore, the existing landfill 
stormwater system is designed and is capable of handling the stormwater form 
the Project. During construction, strormwater will be temporary detained on the 
site via the structures stated. When construction is completed, these and other 
structures will be made permanent such that completed stormwater system will 
be functional prior to engine startup. 

L109-63 The comment notes that the Project site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Zone. The potential environmental impacts analyzed in the Draft MND consider 
this designation. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L109-64 The commenter asserts that in addition to the City of Glendale, the City of Los 
Angeles Fire Department could also be a first responder to a large-scale event at 
the Project site. The availability of additional potential first responders would not 
change the conclusion in the MND that the Project would not result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered fire department facilities, need for new or physically altered fire 
department facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impact. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L109-65 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  
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L109-66 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L109-67 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 10.  

L109-68 The mitigation measures identified for biological resources are effective in 
reducing potential biological resources impacts to less than significant. Please 
also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4. 

L109-69 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-68. 

L109-70 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-68 and Topical Response No. 3.  

L109-71 The City disagrees with the comment that mitigation is insufficient and 
unenforceable. Potential environmental impacts were analyzed consistent with 
applicable thresholds of significance and requirements of CEQA and mitigation 
measures will be incorporated as conditions of approval for the Project. The 
MMRP would state the Monitoring Action, Required Time of Compliance, 
Implementation Responsibility, Verification Responsibility, Verification Method and 
a Compliance Date to insure enforceability. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L109-72 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion that the 
City of Los Angeles and Eagle Rock bear the burden of environmental impacts 
from the Scholl Canyon Landfill and that the City of Glendale reaps the 
economic benefit. The commenter also asserts that the Draft MND did not 
consider areas of Los Angeles. The City disagrees with the comment and the 
Draft MND did evaluate receptors in Los Angeles. The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L109-73 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
and 4.  

L109-74 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.  

L109-75 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71, and Topical Response No. 9. 
No additional mitigation is required. 

L109-76 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response No. 1. 
The Project does not increase waste hauling truck use of Los Angeles streets. No 
additional mitigation is required. 

L109-77 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-76 and Topical Response No. 1.  
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L109-78 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-76 and Topical Response No. 1.  

L109-79 The mitigation measures identified for biological resources are effective in 
reducing potential biological resources impacts to less than significant. No 
additional mitigation is required. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L109-80 The Project would not result in potentially significant impacts to recreation and no 
mitigation is therefore required. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L109-81 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion that the 
City of Los Angeles bears the burden of environmental impacts from the Scholl 
Canyon Landfill. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L109-82 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
and 4. 

L109-83 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10. 

L109-84 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L-110 - Responses to Comments from Mike Smithson, dated November 8, 2017 

L110-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L110-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L110-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L110-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L110-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L110-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L110-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-111 - Responses to Comments from Arin Rao, dated November 9, 2017 
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L111-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L111-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L-112 - Responses to Comments from Ashfaq Chowdhury, dated November 9, 2017 

L112-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L112-2 Air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The analysis 
concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L112-3 Safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The analysis 
concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L112-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L112-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. The MND has not identified any significant impacts. 
The Project does not generate, store or convert methane. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 1 and 2. 

L-113 - Responses to Comments from Audry Zarokian, dated November 9, 2017 

L113-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L113-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L113-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L113-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L113-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L113-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L113-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L113-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L113-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L-114 - Responses to Comments from Barrett Cooke, dated November 9, 2017 

L114-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L114-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L-115 - Responses to Comments from Carrie Hansen, dated November 9, 2017 

L115-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is 
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being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The comment therefore does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final 
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the 
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 4. 

L-116 - Responses to Comments from Mark Pestrella and Phil K. Doudar, County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, dated November 9, 2017 

L116-1 Thank you for your letter dated November 9, 2017. Comments provided by the 
County of Los Angeles are included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L116-2 The comment is a general statement about the background of the Project and 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The City concurs with the Project summary provided in the comment. 

L116-3 Stantec to Address – Les  

L116-4 We will purge the pipeline with nitrogen and burn any landfill gas within the 
pipeline, so no orders will occur.  

L116-5 The noise receptors locations were selected based on the nearest distance of 
each sensitive receptor to the Project site. 

L116-6 The locations selected for collecting ambient noise measurements to determine 
representative existing noise levels were based on the nearest location of 
sensitive residential land uses in closest proximity to the Project. These residential 
land uses would have the greatest potential to be impacted by Project noise and 
are most appropriate for evaluating potential worst-case operational noise 
impacts of the Project on surrounding sensitive receptors. The City concurs with 
the commenter that ambient noise levels at sensitive receptor R2 which is located 
south of State Highway 134 were the highest of the six locations measured. In 
fact, the existing day (65.2 bBA) and night time (64.3 dBA) noise levels at sensitive 
receptor R2 already exceed the City’s presumed noise standard of 45 dBA during 
nighttime or 55 dBA during daytime. The City’s noise ordinance addresses 
situations where the actual ambient noise level is more than the presumed 
ambient noise level. In these situations, the ambient noise level used in Project 
impact analysis cannot be greater than 5 dBA over the presumed ambient noise 
levels even if actual ambient noise levels are higher. This requirement of the City’s 
noise ordinance provides additional assurance that substantial noise increases in 
areas already subject to high ambient noise levels are not significantly 
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exacerbated. In the case of sensitive receptor R2, the Project noise impact 
analysis assumed day and night time ambient noise levels of 60 and 50 dBA. 

As shown in Table 3.12-3 of the Draft IS/MND, the nearest residential receptors are 
in excess of 2,000 feet from the Project site. Table 3.12-5 of the Draft IS/MND shows 
the resulting Project operation noise level at each of the six representative 
sensitive receptors. As shown in Table 3.12-5, Project operation noise ranges from 
29.9 dBA to 40.6 dBA at each sensitive receptor. The greatest increase in existing 
noise levels was predicted to be a 1.5 dBA increase during the night time at 
sensitive receptor R5, far below the City’s allowable increase of 5 dBA in the City 
noise ordinance used for purposes of the Project’s noise impact analysis. City of 
Glendale’s noise ordinance requires equal or more stringent noise limitations than 
those established by adjacent municipalities with sensitive receptors that could 
be affected and is therefore appropriate for the Project’s conservative noise 
impact analysis included in the Draft IS/MND.  

Actual ambient noise measurements collected at the six representative sensitive 
noise receptors ranged between 37.1 dBA and 65.2 dBA during the day and 
between 39.1 dBA and 64.3 dBA during the night time. Despite these wide 
variations in ambient noise levels, the noise modeling conducted to analyze the 
Project’s potential noise impacts demonstrates as shown in Table 3.12-5 that the 
Project would not result in a substantial increase in noise levels at any of the 
sensitive receptors analyzed. The less than significant incremental increase in 
noise levels predicted at each sensitive receptor would be representative of all 
nearby sensitive receptors regardless of variations in ambient noise levels 
between sensitive receptors. 

L116-7 Noise impact thresholds are the City’s noise ordinance thresholds that have been 
adopted and used. 

L116-8 Please refer to Topical Responses No. 4 and 9. 

L116-9 Potential impacts of construction-related activities were assessed using SCAQMD 
daily emission significance thresholds as well as SCAQMD Localized Significance 
Impact Thresholds for criteria pollutants. Please refer to Section 3.7 of the Draft 
MND. 

GHG emissions during construction operations are the result of fuel combustion in 
construction equipment. While the level of emissions does not require mitigation 
measures, greenhouse gas emissions, including CO2 and CH4 emissions are 
controlled primarily through the use of construction equipment that includes 
newer high-efficiency internal combustion engines.  



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.143 
 

L116-10 If the City has any questions regarding the County of Los Angeles, Department of 
Public Works letter, we will contact Mr. Martin Aiyetiwa of Environmental Programs 
Division, Landfill Section. 

L-117 - Responses to Comments from Emily Simon, dated November 9, 2017 

L117-1 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 6, and 8. 

L-118 - Responses to Comments from Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council, dated November 9, 
2017 

L118-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, and 10. 

L118-2 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L118-3 The evaluation of environmental factors in the Draft MND considered the area 
surrounding the Scholl Canyon Landfill that could be impacted by the Project. 
The analysis of each environmental factor considered the extent to which 
impacts could reasonably be determined to occur including offsite locations. No 
arbitrary City, County, or community boundary was applied that limited the 
evaluation of environmental impacts. 

L118-4 Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND where it concludes that noise 
impacts of the Project are less than significant. Please refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 5 and 9. 

L118-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, and 10. 

L118-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L118-7 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
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decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L-119 - Responses to Comments from Frankie Norstad, dated November 9, 2017 

L119-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Section 3/7 of the Draft MND, which demonstrates that GHG 
emission from the Project would be less than significant. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 6, and 8. 

L-120 - Responses to Comments from The Eagle Rock Association, dated November 9, 2017 

L120-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L120-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L120-3 Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L120-4 Potential water quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.9 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant water quality impacts would occur from 
the Project. 

L120-5 Potential noise impacts are discussed in Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant noise impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9. 



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT  
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
March 9, 2018 

  8.145 
 

L120-6 Potential traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant impacts would occur to traffic or 
transportation from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L120-7 Potential fire safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant fire safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L120-8 Potential aesthetics impacts are discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant aesthetics impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L120-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L120-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L120-11 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L-121 - Responses to Comments from Hans Johnson of Communities United, dated November 9, 
2017 

L121-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of comment letter L18 from 
Communities United, dated October 17, 2017. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L18. 

L121-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L121-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4. 

L121-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 6, and 8. 
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L121-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-122- Responses to Comments from Hans Johnson of Communities United, dated November 9, 
2017 

L122-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of Comment Letter L18 from 
Communities United, dated October 17, 2017. Please refer to Response to 
Comment Letter L18. 

L-123 - Responses to Comments from Jane Potelle, dated November 9, 2017 

L123-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project. Some of the comments refer to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion 
Project and the Grayson Repowering Project both of which are being evaluated 
under a separate CEQA process. With regards to the comment where the 
commenter also expresses concern over increased emissions from the Project, the 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 6. 

L-124 - Responses to Comments from John Nugent, dated November 9, 2017 

L124-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L-125 - Responses to Comments from Linda Johnstone Allen, dated November 9, 2017 

L125-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to TR. 1. 

L125-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 
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L125-3 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The 
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L125-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L125-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L125-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 10. 

L-126 - Responses to Comments from Meldia Yesayan, dated November 9, 2017 

L126-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L126-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L126-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L-127 - Responses to Comments from Seth Cutler, dated November 9, 2017 

L127-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L-128 - Responses to Comments from Teri Stein, dated November 9, 2017 

L128-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or 
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 6.  

L128-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 6. 

L-129 - Responses to Comments from Bethsaida Emilia Castillo 

L129-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L129-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L129-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L129-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L129-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L129-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. 

L129-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 



From: Jack Cheng
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: RE: Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project - Data Request
Date: Friday, September 22, 2017 4:48:08 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg
image004.jpg

Dennis, I checked with our Engineering Department and all they had was the PDF of the CEQA
document.  Can you provide the working modeling files?  Thank you and have a good weekend.

Please note we are closed on Mondays. 

Jack Cheng
South Coast Air Quality Management District
CEQA IGR
(909) 396-2448
jcheng@aqmd.gov

From: Joe, Dennis [mailto:DJoe@Glendaleca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 8:14 AM
To: Jack Cheng <jcheng@aqmd.gov>
Subject: RE: Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project - Data Request

Hi Jack,

I receiving the requested files from the consultant and will send it soon.

Dennis C. Joe ● City of Glendale ● Community Development Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, CA 91206 ● (818) 937-8157 ●  djoe@glendaleca.gov

From: Jack Cheng [mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 2:25 PM
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project - Data Request

Dennis Joe,

Please provide all technical documents related to the air quality (air quality modeling, health risk
assessment files, and emission estimates) and greenhouse gas analyses in electronic format. These
include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not Adobe PDF files).  Without
all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its review

mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftwitter.com%2FMyGlendale&data=02%7C01%7CDJoe%40Glendaleca.gov%7C88b45dea641c438f86a408d502145db4%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636417208862576217&sdata=6Wbxv0EofXkHBaIYNpGNyMG6DuFcMJE%2FGdxGEC%2FE5O4%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FMyGlendale&data=02%7C01%7CDJoe%40Glendaleca.gov%7C88b45dea641c438f86a408d502145db4%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636417208862576217&sdata=705CvR8Z1WMT036Ak%2FYiK5X3bcqLiQAmxwhc5l%2FroCs%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Finstagram.com%2Fmyglendale&data=02%7C01%7CDJoe%40Glendaleca.gov%7C88b45dea641c438f86a408d502145db4%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636417208862576217&sdata=US6FgfnVwk5jgdPKkgAj0WxZRZjf6DrNHwy6e3gaZ20%3D&reserved=0
http://www.glendaleca.gov/
mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov
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of the air quality analysis in a timely manner.  Any delays in providing all supporting air quality
documentation will require additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Thank you.

Jack Cheng
South Coast Air Quality Management District
CEQA IGR
(909) 396-2448
jcheng@aqmd.gov
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Hermosa Beach Office 
Phone: (310) 798-2400 
Fax:     (310) 798-2402 
 

San Diego Office 
Phone: (858) 999-0070 
Phone: (619) 940-4522 

 

 
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318 

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
www.cbcearthlaw.com 

 
 

Amy Minteer 
Email Address: 
acm@cbcearthlaw.com 
 
Direct Dial:  
310-798-2400  Ext. 3 

 

September 26, 2017 

 
Via Email and U.S. Mail 
Dennis Joe 
Case Planner 
Glendale Planning Division 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov  
 
 

Re:   Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation Project 

 
Dear Mr. Joe, 
 
 On behalf of the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association (GOCHA), we 
request that the deadline for comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
the Biogas Renewable General Project be extended from September 30, 2017 until at 
least October 30, 2017. 
 
 As the City is aware, projects concerning the Scholl Canyon Landfill are of great 
concern and interest to the residents of Glendale.  The Biogas Renewable General Project 
would be developed on the Scholl Canyon Landfill site to address methane from the 
landfill and may be used as a basis to claim the life of the landfill should be prolonged.  
Due to the significant public interest in projects related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, the 
City has created a website dedicated to the news and documents relating to the site, to 
which staff regularly directs community members when they have questions regarding 
the landfill.  The MND for the Biogas Renewable General Project and related 
documentation was buried under several links at the site, making it nearly impossible for 
community members to find it.   
 

Additionally, there was a complete lack of transparency regarding this Project on 
the City’s Planning Department website.  It was listed under a Los Angeles address, 7721 
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Glendale Planning Department 
September 26, 2017 
Page 2 of 2 
 
N. Figueroa Street, instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill.   

 
Due to the lack of good faith public notice regarding the availability of the MND 

for the Biogas Renewable General Project, members of GOCHA did not uncover its 
existence, and the rapidly approaching deadline for comments, until a few days ago.  The 
MND and its appendices total more than 1,300 pages of documents that GOCHA will 
need at least an additional 30 days to review and comment upon.  The consequences of 
this Project are of great concern to GOCHA and many other members of the public and 
the City should solicit genuine public input regarding it.   

 
For all of these reasons, the City should extend the comment period on the Biogas 

Renewable General Project MND by at least 30 days and should immediately 
prominently post the MND and a revised public notice regarding comments on the 
homepage of the Scholl Canyon Landfill website (www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/). 
 

GOCHA further requests notification pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21092.2 for any future notices for projects at or related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  
Notices can be sent electronically to rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com. 
 
 Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.  We look forward to the 
City promptly addressing this issue.   
 
       Sincerely, 
   
       Amy Minteer 
       Attorney for GOCHA 
 
cc:  
Vartan Gharpetian, Mayor,   vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov 
Paula Devine, Councilmember,  pdevine@glendaleca.gov 
Zareh Sinanyan , Councilmember,  zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov 
Ara Najarian, Councilmember, anajarian@glendaleca.gov 
Vreg Agajanian, Councilmember, vagajanian@glendaleca.gov 
Phillip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development, planzafame@glendaleca.gov  
Erik Krause, Acting Deputy Dir. of Community Development, ekrause@glendaleca.gov 
Steve Zurn, General Manager, Glendale Water and Power, szurn@glendaleca.gov 
 

mailto:vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov�
mailto:pdevine@glendaleca.gov�
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From: Cynthia Kellman
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara; Agajanian, Vrej; Lanzafame, Philip; Krause,

Erik; Zurn, Stephen; Amy Minteer
Subject: Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation

Project
Date: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 1:41:21 PM
Attachments: Request for Extension for Biogas Project MND.pdf

Dear Mr. Joe,
 
Attached please find a letter of request from Amy Minteer regarding the above-captioned
subject.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Cynthia Kellman
CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318
Hermosa Beach, CA  90254
Tel: 310-798-2400 x6
Fax: 310-798-2402
Email: cpk@cbcearthlaw.com
Website: www.cbcearthlaw.com
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:cpk@cbcearthlaw.com
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Hermosa Beach Office 
Phone: (310) 798-2400 
Fax:     (310) 798-2402 
 


San Diego Office 
Phone: (858) 999-0070 
Phone: (619) 940-4522 


 


 
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318 


Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
www.cbcearthlaw.com 


 
 


Amy Minteer 
Email Address: 
acm@cbcearthlaw.com 
 
Direct Dial:  
310-798-2400  Ext. 3 


 


September 26, 2017 


 
Via Email and U.S. Mail 
Dennis Joe 
Case Planner 
Glendale Planning Division 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov  
 
 


Re:   Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation Project 


 
Dear Mr. Joe, 
 
 On behalf of the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association (GOCHA), we 
request that the deadline for comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
the Biogas Renewable General Project be extended from September 30, 2017 until at 
least October 30, 2017. 
 
 As the City is aware, projects concerning the Scholl Canyon Landfill are of great 
concern and interest to the residents of Glendale.  The Biogas Renewable General Project 
would be developed on the Scholl Canyon Landfill site to address methane from the 
landfill and may be used as a basis to claim the life of the landfill should be prolonged.  
Due to the significant public interest in projects related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, the 
City has created a website dedicated to the news and documents relating to the site, to 
which staff regularly directs community members when they have questions regarding 
the landfill.  The MND for the Biogas Renewable General Project and related 
documentation was buried under several links at the site, making it nearly impossible for 
community members to find it.   
 


Additionally, there was a complete lack of transparency regarding this Project on 
the City’s Planning Department website.  It was listed under a Los Angeles address, 7721 
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N. Figueroa Street, instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill.   


 
Due to the lack of good faith public notice regarding the availability of the MND 


for the Biogas Renewable General Project, members of GOCHA did not uncover its 
existence, and the rapidly approaching deadline for comments, until a few days ago.  The 
MND and its appendices total more than 1,300 pages of documents that GOCHA will 
need at least an additional 30 days to review and comment upon.  The consequences of 
this Project are of great concern to GOCHA and many other members of the public and 
the City should solicit genuine public input regarding it.   


 
For all of these reasons, the City should extend the comment period on the Biogas 


Renewable General Project MND by at least 30 days and should immediately 
prominently post the MND and a revised public notice regarding comments on the 
homepage of the Scholl Canyon Landfill website (www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/). 
 


GOCHA further requests notification pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21092.2 for any future notices for projects at or related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  
Notices can be sent electronically to rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com. 
 
 Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.  We look forward to the 
City promptly addressing this issue.   
 
       Sincerely, 
   
       Amy Minteer 
       Attorney for GOCHA 
 
cc:  
Vartan Gharpetian, Mayor,   vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov 
Paula Devine, Councilmember,  pdevine@glendaleca.gov 
Zareh Sinanyan , Councilmember,  zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov 
Ara Najarian, Councilmember, anajarian@glendaleca.gov 
Vreg Agajanian, Councilmember, vagajanian@glendaleca.gov 
Phillip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development, planzafame@glendaleca.gov  
Erik Krause, Acting Deputy Dir. of Community Development, ekrause@glendaleca.gov 
Steve Zurn, General Manager, Glendale Water and Power, szurn@glendaleca.gov 
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Hermosa Beach Office 
Phone: (310) 798-2400 
Fax:     (310) 798-2402 
 

San Diego Office 
Phone: (858) 999-0070 
Phone: (619) 940-4522 

 

 
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318 

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
www.cbcearthlaw.com 

 
 

Amy Minteer 
Email Address: 
acm@cbcearthlaw.com 
 
Direct Dial:  
310-798-2400  Ext. 3 

 

September 26, 2017 

 
Via Email and U.S. Mail 
Dennis Joe 
Case Planner 
Glendale Planning Division 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov  
 
 

Re:   Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation Project 

 
Dear Mr. Joe, 
 
 On behalf of the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association (GOCHA), we 
request that the deadline for comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
the Biogas Renewable General Project be extended from September 30, 2017 until at 
least October 30, 2017. 
 
 As the City is aware, projects concerning the Scholl Canyon Landfill are of great 
concern and interest to the residents of Glendale.  The Biogas Renewable General Project 
would be developed on the Scholl Canyon Landfill site to address methane from the 
landfill and may be used as a basis to claim the life of the landfill should be prolonged.  
Due to the significant public interest in projects related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, the 
City has created a website dedicated to the news and documents relating to the site, to 
which staff regularly directs community members when they have questions regarding 
the landfill.  The MND for the Biogas Renewable General Project and related 
documentation was buried under several links at the site, making it nearly impossible for 
community members to find it.   
 

Additionally, there was a complete lack of transparency regarding this Project on 
the City’s Planning Department website.  It was listed under a Los Angeles address, 7721 
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Glendale Planning Department 
September 26, 2017 
Page 2 of 2 
 
N. Figueroa Street, instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill.   

 
Due to the lack of good faith public notice regarding the availability of the MND 

for the Biogas Renewable General Project, members of GOCHA did not uncover its 
existence, and the rapidly approaching deadline for comments, until a few days ago.  The 
MND and its appendices total more than 1,300 pages of documents that GOCHA will 
need at least an additional 30 days to review and comment upon.  The consequences of 
this Project are of great concern to GOCHA and many other members of the public and 
the City should solicit genuine public input regarding it.   

 
For all of these reasons, the City should extend the comment period on the Biogas 

Renewable General Project MND by at least 30 days and should immediately 
prominently post the MND and a revised public notice regarding comments on the 
homepage of the Scholl Canyon Landfill website (www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/). 
 

GOCHA further requests notification pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21092.2 for any future notices for projects at or related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  
Notices can be sent electronically to rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com. 
 
 Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.  We look forward to the 
City promptly addressing this issue.   
 
       Sincerely, 
   
       Amy Minteer 
       Attorney for GOCHA 
 
cc:  
Vartan Gharpetian, Mayor,   vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov 
Paula Devine, Councilmember,  pdevine@glendaleca.gov 
Zareh Sinanyan , Councilmember,  zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov 
Ara Najarian, Councilmember, anajarian@glendaleca.gov 
Vreg Agajanian, Councilmember, vagajanian@glendaleca.gov 
Phillip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development, planzafame@glendaleca.gov  
Erik Krause, Acting Deputy Dir. of Community Development, ekrause@glendaleca.gov 
Steve Zurn, General Manager, Glendale Water and Power, szurn@glendaleca.gov 
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From: Rich Schmittdiel
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Public Comment on Scholl Canyon EIR Biogas Facility
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 5:09:29 PM

Dennis Joe,

I am a 30 year resident of Glenoaks Canyon. I have long been aware of the existence of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. Overall, I believe that facility provides a cost-effective solution to
Glendale’s solid waste disposal needs. That said, I oppose plans to expand the size and height
of the landfill beyond what is currently permitted. I DO support construction and operation of
a biogas electrical co-generation facility on the site. Such a facility will reduce the amount of
material going into the landfill, and will produce electrical energy from material that would
otherwise just be buried or hauled away. This is a GOOD idea and the City should proceed on
it.

Richard Schmittdiel
2234 Hollister Terrace
Glendale, CA 91206
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From: Lisa Karahalios
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Proposed air, noise and light pollution
Date: Thursday, September 28, 2017 8:24:40 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

As a resident of Eagle Rock, I object to the proposed burning of gasses at the Glendale Dump. I plan on
joining my fellow Eagle rock residents to stop this. There is already a disproportionate impact on Eagle
Rock. 

Lisa Karahalios

mailto:lilykat8@aol.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: Flor
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, September 29, 2017 11:02:28 AM

Good morning Mr. Joe,

I am the homeowner at 7652 N. Figueroa St. Our street consist of only 7 homes and we are
directly across from THE RICHARD ALATORRE PARK , AND THE BEAUTIFUL HISTORIC MONUMENT of
EAGLE ROCK.  We would love the opportunity to learn about this project and learn about the negative effects it will have on
our daily lives. We urge you to hold a community meeting at the ER Recreation center so we can learn the details and/or
negative impacts of this project. I've read that the project will take over a year to be completed. We are all working parents,
family is the most important thing to us, as we all have small children. It is imperative to learn as much as possible about this
project; I believe that can be efficiently achieved at a public community meeting. My main concern being the well being and
health of our children and neighbors. 
Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,
Flor Mendez

mailto:dolphin21@gmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: turned@pacbell.net
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Extension
Date: Friday, September 29, 2017 3:53:51 PM

Hello Dennis,
I would like to reflect that I am opposed to the extension of use at the Scholl Canyon landfill.
Regards,
Kim Turner
5203 Vincent Ave            
Eagle Rock, CA 90041

mailto:turned@pacbell.net
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text

chulbert
Typewritten Text
9-1

chulbert
Typewritten Text
9

chulbert
Rectangle



From: Sean Starkey
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Najarian, Ara; Sinanyan, Zareh; Agajanian, Vrej; sclfeir@lacsd.org; Zurn,

Stephen; Fitzpatrick, April; Oillataguerre, Maurice; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov
Subject: Scholl Canyon - 7721 N Figueroa St, Los Angeles, CA 90041
Date: Friday, September 29, 2017 1:13:05 PM
Attachments: Scholl Canyon Biogas MND.pdf

On behalf of Los Angeles City Councilmember José Huizar, we would like to thank you for extending the public comment
period for the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project for Scholl Canyon
landfill. 

As the City of Los Angeles' Council District 14 representative, which includes the community of Eagle Rock, Councilmember
Huizar is concerned that adequate outreach has not been done to residents in our community affected by this project. 

He is requesting a public meeting be held in Eagle Rock. Our staff would be happy to assist you in securing a location and
facilitating outreach to all stakeholders. Please contact Zenay Loera, our District Director, to arrange a time and date
at 323.254.5295 or at zenay.loera@lacity.org.

Please see the attached letter from Councilmember Huizar. 

Sincerely,

Sean Starkey
Field Deputy - Eagle Rock
Office of Councilmember José Huizar
City of Los Angeles | Council District 14

Northeast Office
2035 Colorado Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90041
(323) 254-5295 office | (213) 485-8788 fax

mailto:sean.starkey@lacity.org
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=VGharpetian
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=PDevine
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=ANajarian
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=ZSinanyan
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=07f2da9729af4778a1f8311ce1a0763b-Ag
mailto:sclfeir@lacsd.org
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=8bb9013b18e144bca7d76d99e086d1cb-Zu
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=8bb9013b18e144bca7d76d99e086d1cb-Zu
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b1877f2982a74d6dbd6c701863f8cd88-Fi
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=0d753a75e6f74f338f079f42a011bd0b-Oi
mailto:firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov
tel:(323)%20254-5295
mailto:zenay.loera@lacity.org
tel:%28323%29%20254-5295
tel:%28213%29%20485-8788
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From: Greg Merideth
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: David Greene; Sean Starkey
Subject: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Monday, October 09, 2017 5:04:44 PM
Attachments: Scholl Canyon - Biogas.pdf

Dear Mr. Joe -

Attached, please find a request from The Eagle Rock Association regarding the City of
Glendale's proposed biogas renewable generation project. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact me.

----

Greg Merideth
President
The Eagle Rock Association
(323) 240-2238

mailto:gregofla@gmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:david.greene@ernc.la
mailto:sean.starkey@lacity.org



TERA The Eagle Rock Association • PO Box 41453 •Eagle Rock, CA 90041 • 323 799 1190 •www.tera90041.org 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
October 9, 2017 
 
Mr. Dennis Joe 
Community Development Department 
633 East Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, California 91206-4386 
 
RE: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
 
Dear Mr. Joe: 
 
On behalf of the board of The Eagle Rock Association (TERA), I am writing you 
regarding the City of Glendale’s proposed biogas renewable generation project at the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The TERA board, along with others within the community of 
Eagle Rock, have many questions regarding this project. We believe that since the 
Scholl Canyon facility abuts and has its sole access through our community, it is fair to 
request that the City of Glendale provide a forum for our community members to pose 
those questions and have them answered. 
 
As such, TERA requests that the City of Glendale: 
 


1) Immediately hold a special hearing for and in the community of Eagle Rock; 
 


2) Further extend the comment period until November 30, 2017 so that the hearing 
can be held and sufficient time remain for public comment. 
 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. I hope that the City of Glendale will see the 
reasonableness of this request and will grant it. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Greg Merideth 
President 
 
cc: Sean Starkey, Deputy, L.A. Council District 14 
 David Greene, Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council 





chulbert
Typewritten Text
12

chulbert
Rectangle



TERA The Eagle Rock Association • PO Box 41453 •Eagle Rock, CA 90041 • 323 799 1190 •www.tera90041.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
October 9, 2017 
 
Mr. Dennis Joe 
Community Development Department 
633 East Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, California 91206-4386 
 
RE: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
 
Dear Mr. Joe: 
 
On behalf of the board of The Eagle Rock Association (TERA), I am writing you 
regarding the City of Glendale’s proposed biogas renewable generation project at the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The TERA board, along with others within the community of 
Eagle Rock, have many questions regarding this project. We believe that since the 
Scholl Canyon facility abuts and has its sole access through our community, it is fair to 
request that the City of Glendale provide a forum for our community members to pose 
those questions and have them answered. 
 
As such, TERA requests that the City of Glendale: 
 

1) Immediately hold a special hearing for and in the community of Eagle Rock; 
 

2) Further extend the comment period until November 30, 2017 so that the hearing 
can be held and sufficient time remain for public comment. 
 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I hope that the City of Glendale will see the 
reasonableness of this request and will grant it. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Greg Merideth 
President 
 
cc: Sean Starkey, Deputy, L.A. Council District 14 
 David Greene, Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council 
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From: MeHee Hyun
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation and Grayson projects
Date: Monday, October 16, 2017 5:31:20 PM

Dear GWP Commissioners,

As a resident of the 90041, I'm writing to ask that an environmental impact report be done
before any further consideration of the Biogas Renewable Generation and Grayson projects
proceed.  I would hope that as part of the investigation into this rather significant development
in our neighborhood there is consideration for, in addition to all of the other environmental
concerns, the potential fire danger that this might cause.  These projects are very near a good
deal of dry hillside, while adjacent to a large residential community on the Los Angeles as
well as the Glendale side.  The recent fires, especially in Northern California, should give us
all additional pause to scrutinize things that might increase the risk of this sort of devastation.

Sincerely,
MeHee Hyun
-- 
____________________________________
MeHee Hyun, Ph.D.
Core Faculty and Co-Chair, 
Undergraduate Studies
Antioch University Los Angeles
PHONE: (310) 578-1080 x101

email: mhyun@antioch.edu
400 Corporate Pointe
Culver City, CA 90230

mailto:mhyun@antioch.edu
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:mhyun@antioch.edu
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From: Susan Phillips
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: School Canyon public comment for 10-16-17
Date: Monday, October 16, 2017 5:24:51 PM

Dear Glendale Planners,
I am writing as community member in Eagle Rock, neighbor to the Scholl Canyon project.
I am writing to urge you to conduct a full EIR for this project in conjunction with the Grayson project. While your
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Scholl Canyon project states that there will be minimal to no adverse impacts
of the project in terms of air quality, traffic, visual character, light, noise and so forth, the EIR should be done by an
outside party. Noise and air quality are my two greatest concerns at this time—it is not reassuring to me that there
will not be mining like blasting or pile driving. It is unclear to me that not being in excess of the Noise Element is
satisfactory.
I would like to request that a full EIR be done by an outside, neutral party in order so that we may further determine
the impact of this project on our neighborhood.
Also I am concerned that the public comment period has been rushed and has included little to no outreach to Eagle
Rock residents. I would like for this period to be extended so that we may review the documents at hand in a more
deliberate, informed manner. If not, my concern is also a lack of transparency and goodwill that takes into account
not only the best interests of Glendale but also the needs and concerns of Los Angeles residents who border these
projects.
Best wishes,
Susan

mailto:suphil@sonic.net
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: Marie Freeman
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: notification list for Scholl Canyon projects
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 11:19:43 AM

Dear Mr. Joe,

I am a resident of Glendale and a member of the Board of Directors of the Glenoaks Canyon
Homeowners Association. Please place my name on the list of those to be notified 10 days or
more in advance of public hearings or meetings or publications of studies or projects involving
the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  This would include hearing(s) regarding the "Biogas Renewable
Generation Project."

Thank you for your assistance,
Marie Freeman
818-500-1828
2531 Gardner Place, Glendale, CA 91206

mailto:mfreeman304@gmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: Marla Nelson
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Public Hearing Scholl Canyon Biogas
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 1:47:54 PM

Hi Mr. Joe,

Please add me to any list that may be made for notification of the
Public Hearing on Biogas Plant at Scholl Landfill.

Thank you,
Marla Nelson

mailto:marlanelson@earthlink.net
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: Nancy Robbins
To: Joe, Dennis; eapd.la@gmail.com; Nancy Robbins
Subject: School Canyon Dump
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 11:12:58 AM

I am writing to tell you of my opposition to the proposed plan to create a methane burning
plant at the Scholl Canyon Dump. I have been a resident of Eagle Rock for over forty years.  I
love my community, from the time it was, "Where is Eagle Rock?" to, "Oh, so you live in
Eagle Rock!!!" 

I live on Hill Drive, not too far from Eagle Rock Park, and the Figueroa Street access to
Glendale's Scholl Canyon Dump. I pay a higher fire insurance premium than my neighbors
who live on the south side of the street, because, I was told, I live in a fire zone.  LAFD sends
me notices annually about brush clearance on my property.  

I recall,years ago, when a large brush fire was burning out of control on the north side of the
134 Freeway.  Seven fire trucks were parked in front of my home, and the heroic firefighters
told me to prepare to evacuate my young family and my pets. As we waited in my car, the
winds shifted direction, and fortunately, we did not have to leave.  The horrific sight and
sound of the fire will stay with me forever, and I know how lucky we were.

The people in northern California are not so lucky as we were that night.

The hillside surrounding the Scholl Canyon Dump is natural, and is very susceptible to
wildfires. Is the City of Glendale planning to keep a fire station manned 24/7 with a team of
firefighters there to protect the area? And what about the fault that is below our community?
And the unhealthful situation that a methane plant would create?

I respectfully request that you abandon this thoughtless plan.

Nancy E. Robbins
1335 Hill Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90041

mailto:nerobbins6@gmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:eapd.la@gmail.com
mailto:nerobbins6@gmail.com
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From: Brian Bard
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Glenoaks Canyon Biogas Comment
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:16:19 AM
Attachments: Glenoaks Canyon Biogas Comment.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Dear Mr. Joe,

Please accept the attached letter, in PDF form, in comment to the Glenoaks Canyon Biogas 
Proposal.

Regards.
Brian Bard
----------------
brian.db@designr.com
818.956.8556 phone
818.653.8952 cell/vm

----------------
‎"Journalism is printing what someone else does not want printed. Everything else is public 
relations." — George Orwell

mailto:brian.db@designr.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:brian.db@designr.com



October 18, 2017 
 


Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov 
 
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 
 
Dear Mr. Joe: 
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): 
 
Air Quality 
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, 
VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve 
Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other 
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 
3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared 
which they estimate will be 15-18 months. 
Hazards 
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is 
surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the 
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does 
not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry 
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista 
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 
Geology 
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There 
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are 
located. 
Cumulative Impacts 
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental 
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 
facility, and the landfill expansion. 
Indemnification 
1. The City must take responsibility for indemnifying the residents against all past and future loses 
including, but not limited to: health effects, loss of use, loss of enjoyment, and loss of resale value. 
 
Best regards, 
Brian Bard 
2351 Pennerton Dr. 
Glendale, CA 91206 
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October 18, 2017 
 

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov 
 
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 
 
Dear Mr. Joe: 
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): 
 
Air Quality 
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, 
VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve 
Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other 
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 
3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared 
which they estimate will be 15-18 months. 
Hazards 
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is 
surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the 
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does 
not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry 
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista 
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 
Geology 
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There 
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are 
located. 
Cumulative Impacts 
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental 
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 
facility, and the landfill expansion. 
Indemnification 
1. The City must take responsibility for indemnifying the residents against all past and future loses 
including, but not limited to: health effects, loss of use, loss of enjoyment, and loss of resale value. 
 
Best regards, 
Brian Bard 
2351 Pennerton Dr. 
Glendale, CA 91206 
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From: Celine
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Stop Power plant
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 1:34:57 AM

Dear Mr Dennis Joe,

 Please help stop the construction of a POWER PLANT on our hillsides. We can not allow the plant to continue past
it’s set closure date. Already we are being poisoned with the smell of the plant in the chemicals they pour on it daily.

Air Quality:
The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2, CO, VOC, and
PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. This is a violation!!!

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill

Hazards:
Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and
the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove risky to residents
if there is an explosion and rapid spreading fire.
Geology:
There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There is the
danger of gas and water pipe breakage during an earthquake at the Lower Scholl
Canyon Park, the location of the proposed gas link. Children play at this park.
There are homes as close as 100 yards from this park and a regularly used children’s
baseball field within 200 yards.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

I'm disheartened by all of this; can't believe you tried to sneak this by us by listing the project simply by the address
instead of the site name.

Please help stop this monstrosity!!!!!

Thank you
Celine Abrahams

mailto:lunadirect@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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o Established 19550 

Dear Mr. Joe; 

October 18, 2017 

Mr. Dennis Joe, Planner 
City of Glendale 
Community Development Department 
633 East Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, California 91206 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the "Biagas Renewable Generation 
Project" MND. It was unfortunate that our homeowners association did not receive 
notice of the document's publication until almost three weeks after the fact. We could 
have informed ourselves and our neighbors more fully of the project's parameters and 
its implications for our community. 

It is our position that the MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
(BRG) underestimates the project's potential negative impacts. In addition, the 
cumulative effects of three closely related projects have not been adequately 
considered in this MND. Because issuing an MND truncates the CEQA process, 
CEQA's "legal standards reflect a preference for requiring an EIR to be prepared." 
(Mejia v.. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal. App.4th 322, 332). This MND is not as 
complete and comprehensive as possible to substantiate an argument that the 
stated mitigation measures are adequate. 

CEQA requires that environmental review documents anaiyze "the whole of an 
action" (CEQA Guidelines, 15378) and not evade comprehensive CEQA analysis by 
splitting projects into separate pieces for purposes of environmental review. "One way 
to evaluate which acts are part of a project is to examine how closely related the acts 
are to the overall objective of the project." [Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible 
Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007)]. The Biagas Renewable Generation Project relies 
on the gas produced by Scholl Canyon Landfill to operate. The City cannot ·evade full 
CEQA review of the Biagas Project by segmenting review of this component of the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion. 

• The DEIR for landfill expansion is stiH on the table. Even if the request for 180 feet of 
additional height is not approved, the operating landfill will continue to grow at about 
the present rate, at least 800-1000 tons per day. Current licensure approves 3400 
tons per day. Greenhouse gas emissions will not decrease; they will increase. 

• An anaerobic digestion operation has been in the planning stages since 2013, 
alongside the BRG project for the landfill. Waste Resources, Inc. and Organic Waste 
Systems have been granted an exclusive negotiating agreement for a joint venture to 

------ P.O. BOX 9949 o GLENDALE C~ 91226 ----~ 
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develop this project. Anaerobic digesters produce methane, and we assume that 
methane would enter the BRG methane-to-electricity operation. 

• Repowering the Grayson Power Plant is no less tied to the BRG project. Under the 
repowering plan, methane from the landfill, as well as from conversion technologies 
such as anaerobic digestion, would be processed through equipment five miles 
away on the landfill rather than on the Grayson site. The Scholl Canyon power plant 
project was originally an important part of the Grayson Repowering Project. We 
question why they are being evaluated separately. 

The MND presents the BRG project as though it were relatively isolated from the 
landfill, from other waste management plans for Scholl, and from nearby communities 
such as Pasadena, Eagle Rock, and La Canada and from neighborhoods including­
Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon/Estates, Linda Vista, Rancho San Rafael, and 
facilities such as the Rose Bowl complex, Cal Arts, Dahlia Elementary School, 
Glenoaks School, Adventist Hospital - the list of sensitive receptors within one or two 
miles is long in this fully developed, middle and upper middle class residential and 
recreational area. The MND does not adequately take the nature of the surrounding 
area into account. 

The impacts of the proposed project on air quality raise serious issues. The air quality 
measures do not consider the cumulative effects of landfill expansion, changes at 
Grayson, or the possibility of a conversion technology such as anaerobic digestion on 
a solid waste municipal landfill. The MND reveals criterion air pollutants (N02, CO, 
VOC, PM2.5) in excess of the amounts allowed by SCAQMD. How do the offset credits 
for this project tie into the Grayson project, or are they part of the same thing? Credits 
traded on paper do not remove pollutants from the air people breath near the landfill. 
The earlier expansion project's DEIR concluded that expansion would create 
"significant adverse air quality even with mitigation." Therefore, with added pollutants 
from the power plant, there appears to be substantial evidence to support a fair 
argument that the project may have adverse environmental impacts (Public Resources 
Code 21151) and an EIR would be justified. 

The project may have aesthetic impacts that are not addressed. The Rim of the Valley 
Corridor Preservation Act is important to our association. How will the BRG affect the 
San Rafael Hills which are included in the legislation? What about the recreational 
areas adjacent to the landfill: Richard Alatorre Park, Eagle Rock Canyon Trail, Eagle 
Rock Hillside Park, the Scholl Canyon recreation area, and the Rose Bowl? How will 
the westward views from Linda Vista in Pasadena be affected? 

The MND does not propose adequate mitigation measures for the hazards inherent in 
the power plant's location on a solid waste municipal landfill. Context matters. This is 
not a normal location. For about 60 years waste has been dumped into a canyon that is 
now a mountain of trash. The landfill has never been lined, and for the first 11 or 12 
years, there were few if any environmental restrictions, so the site is compromised. 
"[The significance of an activity may vary with the setting." (CEQA Guidelines 15064 
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(b).J Due to the location of this site adjacent to schools, recreation areas, hospitals, and 
residences, the power plant may have significant impacts it might not have if located in 
a different site. An EIR would provide a more detailed analysis of the site, and courts 
show a clear preference for resolving doubts in favor of preparing an EIR. (jl.rchitectural 
Heritage Association v. County of Monterey (2004); San Joaquin Raptor/wildlife Rescue 
Center v. County of Stanislaus (1996). 

Although it is not designated as a hazardous waste facility, hazardous material does 
enter the landfill. The MND does not give an estimate of materials such as 
hydrocarbons, flammable refuse, poisons, corrosives, asbestos, etc. that probably go 
undetected into the landfill. Where is/are the hazardous waste holding area(s) in relation 
to the proposed methane scrubbing and power generating stations? How long do the 
materials tend to await removal? If there were a fire or earthquake, how would the 
power plant and Cal Edison's power lines be protected? How will the BRG project 
ensure that toxic spills do not occur? Will landfill gas treatment and power generation 
require large amounts of chemicals such as ammonia? 

The MND does not propose adeguate mitigation for the possibility of fire. Power plants, 
power lines, methane, and flaring inherently carry the risks of fire and explosion. 
Although the surface of the landfill is cleared of vegetation, the surrounding hills and 
neighborhoods are not, nor are the exposed sides of the landfill where indigenous 
plants have been replaced by flammable grasses and trees. The proposed 60,000 
gallon tank of water which will be used for multiple purposes, does not reduce the risk 
of fire that could spread to surrounding hills. 

Traffic patterns could be negatively affected. The Los Angeles County Operational Area 
Disaster Routes identified for the City of Glendale are SR-134, Colorado Boulevard, 
and Figueroa Street (where Figueroa Street connects to Scholl Canyon Road.) The 
project may interfere with these routes. If there were an explosion or a fire, the major 
disaster routes could be compromised. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, 
Chevy Chase Canyon, and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-in-one-way-out 
streets that could also prove dangerous in case of a major incident at Scholl Canyon. 

For these many reasons, our association would like to request a full 
environmental impact study of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project in its 
total context, including the cumulative effects of expansion, Grayson, and 
conversion technologies that are intended to depend upon the new power 
generation equipment. A methane driven power plant should be built with the 
ultimate intent of closing the landfill, not of developing a gas production industry 
on Scholl. 

Sincere_!¥'.. • 
If' /f'/M 

Rick Marquis~ent JU~ 
Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association 
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October 18, 2017 
 

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov 
 
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 
 
Dear Mr. Joe: 
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): 
 
Air Quality 
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions 
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using 
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the 
emissions on paper only. 
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other 
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will 
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. 
Hazards 
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. 
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is 
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The 
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which 
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista 
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 
Geology 
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There 
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are 
located. 
Cumulative Impacts 
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental 
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 
facility, and the landfill expansion. 
 
Best regards, Marla Nelson 
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From: Martins Aiyetiwa
To: Oillataguerre, Maurice; Haroutunian, Atineh; Joe, Dennis
Cc: Dave Nguyen; Bahman Hajialiakbar; Julia Weissman
Subject: Scholl Canyon Landfill - Biogas Renewable Generation Project - MND
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 6:00:50 PM
Attachments: DPW Letter to GWP (10.10.2017).pdf

Hello Ms. Haroutunian,
 
Attached is our letter dated October 10, 2017 to Mr. Steve Zurn requesting the City of
Glendale to further extend the comment period on the Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration until thirty days from the date of the letter (i.e. November 10, 2017).   Since the
current due date for the proposed MND is October 20, we would like to know if a decision
has been made regarding our request.  Please confirm whether or not the request for
extension was granted and what is the due date.
 
Thank you.  
 
Martins Aiyetiwa, P.E.
Senior Civil Engineer
Los Angeles County Public Works 
Phone: (626) 458-3553 

mailto:MAIYET@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=0d753a75e6f74f338f079f42a011bd0b-Oi
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5cbb70ba34be49f1a12d36bfcef3d3e2-Ha
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:DNGUYEN@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:BHAJI@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:jweissman@counsel.lacounty.gov
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From: Sue Flocco Glenoaks Canyon
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Save my Neighborhood Please
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:26:16 PM

October 18, 2017
 

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power
141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov
 
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
 
Dear Mr. Joe:
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am
concerned about the following impact (s):
 
Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and
PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they
estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and
the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.
 
Best regards,
Sue Flocco

mailto:rebajes@aol.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov
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From: Wp
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 8:06:34 AM

Dear Mr. Joe:
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):
 
Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire whichcould
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Parkwhere
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.
 
Best regards,
Dennis Malone

mailto:wpmalone@aol.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
x-apple-data-detectors://3/
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From: CB Ferrari
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 3:24:37 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

I have recently learned about the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, and am very
concerned about its effects on residents.  My neighbor shared the following information with me, and it seems like it would be
a terrible mistake to allow this project to proceed:

Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The
City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so
it wipes out the emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will
be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of
California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Please stop the construction of this power plant.  Thank you.

Best regards,
Elizabeth Ferrari
Glendale 91206

mailto:cbmonster@hotmail.com
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From: gsysock
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara; vgajanian@glendaleca.gov; Zurn, Stephen;

Ochoa, Scott
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 1:37:24 PM

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am a resident of Glenoaks Canyon, and concerned about the following:

 

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

 

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,000
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

 

Geology

There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

mailto:gsysock@gmail.com
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located.

 

Cumulative Impacts

The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

 

Best regards,

Gary Sysock

2632 Hollister Ter

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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Linda Goodman Pillsbury 
2528 Sleepy Hollow Dr. 

Glendale, CA 91206 
lindapillsbury@gmail.com 

October 19, 2017 

Dennis Joe, Biogas Project Planner, 
Community Development Department, Planning Division Office, 633 
East Broadway, Glendale, California 91206-4386 
djoe@glendaleca.gov 

Dear Mr. Joe, 

My name is Linda Pillsbury and I live and work in Glendale. I would like to comment on the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project proposed for Scholl Canyon. There are many issues that 
the MND raises but does not adequately address, including the degree of air pollution, handling 
of hazardous materials, and impact on the surrounding communities which include several 
schools, densely populated residential areas and well-used recreational facilities.  

While there is much to say on those issues, I would like to keep my comments brief and address 
the big picture. There are four projects which Glendale has been moving forward with: 1) this 
Scholl Canyon power plant (the Biogas Renewable Generation Project), 2) an Anaerobic 
Digester also at Scholl Canyon, 3) expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and 4) Repowering 
of Grayson Power Plant. All these projects are interrelated and therefore should be considered 
together. All will affect each other, the environment, and the surrounding communities. We 
should be looking at Glendale’s needs and goals as a whole, and how we can best meet them, 
and it is impossible to do that in a piecemeal way, looking at each project alone.  

Separating the projects as is currently being done raises transparency issues. While it may not 
be the city’s intent to obfuscate the issues, there certainly is an appearance of lack of 
transparency, an appearance that these projects are deliberately being shepherded through to 
keep the public from seeing the big picture. I am sure that Glendale City government would 
want a comprehensive and open process that thoroughly addresses all issues.   

So my thoughts and positions are: 
1) All 4 projects should be looked at together and planned together. That includes a 

comprehensive Environmental Impact Report that addresses all components of the 4 
projects. 

2) There are enough issues in the MND for Biogas Renewable Generation Project that are 
incompletely or inadequately addressed to warrant a full Environmental Impact Report for 
this project. 

3) The Biogas Renewable Generation Project may be a worthwhile project but ONLY if it is a 
temporary solution to process the greenhouse gases that the Scholl Canyon Landfill 
currently emits; NOT if it is part of a permanent plan to make the area a regional waste 
management site. 

4) The Scholl Canyon Landfill should be closed by 2028. The many reasons (beyond the scope 
of this comment process) include unstable geology; toxic seepage into ground water; air 

mailto:lindapillsbury@gmail.com
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pollution; degrades vistas; proximity to schools, homes and recreation, as well as fulfillment 
of a longstanding promise to the community. Thus, consideration of the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project should be contingent on an ironclad commitment to close the dump by 
2028. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make public comment. I sincerely hope the process will resume 
in a transparent fashion with all 4 projects being considered together along side a commitment 
to close the Scholl Canyon Landfill while providing for the needs of Glendale residents. We are 
at an exciting time with many new technologies becoming available. 

Sincerely,  

Linda Goodman Pillsbury
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From: Liz Amsden
To: Joe, Dennis; Krause, Erik
Subject: Comment on the proposed Scholl Canyon biogas project
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 9:11:53 PM
Attachments: CIS opposing Scholl biogas plant.pdf

Dennis Joe & Eric Krause
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office
Municipal Services Building, Room 103
633 East Broadway
Glendale, California  91206-4386
 
 
Dear Sirs;
 
Please include the comments in the attached letter which was voted upon by the Historic Highland

Park Neighborhood Council on October 5th and passed unanimously whenever addressing the above
issue. 
 
The body of the letter is set forth below in the event a pdf can not be entered into comment.
 
Thank you for your attention to this.
 

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council which represents over 60,000 Los Angeles
stakeholders who reside, own property, or conduct business in our neighborhood calls on
the City Council to immediately join with Councilmembers Huizar and demand Glendale
require an EIR on the impact of the construction and operation of the proposed biogas plant
at the Scholl Canyon landfill for northeast Los Angeles BEFORE any further steps are taken in
connection with this project.

Three years ago our Neighborhood Council joined with Councilmember Huizar and many
other organizations in the northeast to oppose the unnecessary expansion plans for the
Scholl Canyon Landfill, located just behind the hills above the 134 Freeway and accessed via
Figueroa Street near the Eagle Rock Recreation Center.  While the Scholl dump is on the
outskirts of Glendale, it overlooks northeast Los Angeles and any changes there affect our
neighborhoods’ health, safety, and economy.  Glendale’s Environmental Impact Report
totally ignored Los Angeles stakeholders and focused only on the impacts on Glendale's air,
water, views, and traffic.

And now a new plan for a "Biogas Renewable Generation Project" – an on-site processing
plant for the natural gas produced by the existing garbage in the dump – was set to have its
comment period close on September 30th.  But Councilmember Huizar and his staff have
secured a 21-day extension. For this they have our thanks.

This new project is listed as in the 90041 zip code yet there has been no outreach to the
organizations representing the interests of Eagle Rock stakeholders.

As with the dump expansion there are serious concerns about air quality – especially toxic
particulate matter, groundwater contamination, noise, and aesthetics (since the proposed
location above Eagle Rock already has visible lights and trailers) both during and after the
construction period.  The location will probably have to be significantly expanded to

mailto:LizAmsden@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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accommodate the water tanks and the lights and noise will be an ongoing concern for Eagle
Rock since it appears that the power plant will operate 24-7. 

The sole access point is at the northern end of Figueroa, adjacent to homes, schools, a major
City park, and a historic cultural monument – all in the City of Los Angeles so City
stakeholders bear a significant burden from the current operation of the landfill, including
trash and debris, pollution, traffic, and deteriorating road conditions in the area around the
entrance to the landfill.

The construction itself which will take more than a year will further exacerbate the use of
the Figueroa corridor since the Glendale City Council refused to allow dump trucks to use
the Glenoaks Blvd access many decades ago.

Meanwhile the dump continues to percolate known carcinogens and other toxic chemicals
through the fractured bedrock below it into the groundwater west of the landfill adjacent to
City water supplies.

Pollution doesn’t just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock.  The Verdugo and
Scholl Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or the
more dangerous faults close-by  will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing more
dangerous contaminants from the dump.  If pipelines rupture, the gas and explosions won’t
magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak, how will Glendale evacuate and compensate
the Los Angeles communities affected.  

A competent EIR addressing the concerns of northeast Los Angeles will show the landfill is
unsustainable under any circumstances, and is irreconcilable with our vision of a greener
California.  Right now, Los Angeles needs to call on Glendale to shut the dump down and
focus on clean up and remediation along our shared border.  The first step is to stop further
investment which will drive dump expansion.

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council commends Councilmember Huizar for his
initial action and requests that the Mayor and City Council join him in protecting the health
and quality of life for Angelenos in Highland Park and the other communities of northeast
Los Angeles by taking all steps necessary to demand a Los Angeles-centric EIR and stop
Glendale moving forward with this project.
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From: Miri Day Hindes
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: biogas no!!!
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 3:26:47 PM

I'm an eagle rock homeowner.  my husband and I strongly oppose the building of the biogas plant or anything else in
Scholl Canyon. We don't want your project in Eaglerock. It will be detrimental to our quality-of-life thank you

best
Miri and andrew hindes

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Monica Cheang
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 9:55:53 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power
141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire whichcould
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
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Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
Monica Cheang @2128 E Glenoaks Blvd, Glendale 
Scholl Canyon resident 

Sent from my iPad
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From: Peter Finestone
To: Suzanne Smith; Joe, Dennis
Cc: Councilmember José Huizar - Northeast LA; board@ernc.la
Subject: Re: Scholl Canyon Dump
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 8:12:23 PM

ty s smith 

On Thu, Oct 19, 2017 at 6:48 PM Suzanne Smith <sjbirder@roadrunner.com> wrote:
Dear Mr. Joe,

I am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of this issue until the City of Glendale
reaches out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump.

This will affect us far more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has
been no EIR done to determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is
outrageous that you attempted to sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock
Association, and the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant
concerns about your plans for expansion of the dump several years ago.

I am therefore asking that you 

1) HALT consideration of the biogas issue until further notice;

2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q&A for Eagle Rock residents and
others; and

3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump.

I look forward to hearing your response.

Suzanne Smith
Eagle Rock resident and Faith Based Groups
Director for the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

Sent from BlueMail
-- 
Peter Finestone
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From: R Kataoka
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 11:57:04 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality
1. I play rounds of golf at School GC twice a week and practice routinely there. Having a
power generator nearby would not improve the experience – noise/smell/air quality.
2. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.
3. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
4 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
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From: Suzanne Smith
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: Councilmember José Huizar - Northeast LA; board@ernc.la
Subject: Scholl Canyon Dump
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 7:48:17 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

I am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of this issue until the City of Glendale
reaches out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump.

This will affect us far more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has
been no EIR done to determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is
outrageous that you attempted to sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock
Association, and the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant
concerns about your plans for expansion of the dump several years ago.

I am therefore asking that you 

1) HALT consideration of the biogas issue until further notice;

2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q&A for Eagle Rock residents and others;
and

3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump.

I look forward to hearing your response.

Suzanne Smith
Eagle Rock resident and Faith Based Groups
Director for the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

Sent from BlueMail
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From: Celine
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Power plant shutdown
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 7:59:22 AM

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire whichcould
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Parkwhere
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
William Malone 
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From: Audrey Mandelbaum
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: David Moore
Subject: Eagle Rock resident concern about Scholl biogas project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:46:07 PM

Dear Mr. Joe, I am an Eagle Rock resident. I have strong concern about the process for
considering community feedback on the biogas project.  I am raising a family in this
community and need more information about the noise and traffic impact and the safety of the
project and the pipeline. I look forward to getting info about a hearing in Eagle Rock with you
to discuss the impact o the project on this community.

Thank you for your time.

Audrey Mandelbaum 
323.376.5690
--
Audrey Mandelbaum, MFA
Administrative Director
Undergraduate Studies 
Antioch University Los Angeles
400 Corporate Pointe
Culver City, CA  90230
310.578.1080 ext. 210
www.antiochla.edu
Undergraduate Studies Program Resources Page (AKA our Google site) 
Faculty Resources Page 

48-1
48-2
48-3

48-4

48

mailto:amandelbaum@antioch.edu
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:dpworks@sbcglobal.net
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.antiochla.edu%2Facademics%2Fbachelors-degree%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C36ff3c54bb4a4003542e08d517f33267%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441255660797104&sdata=sJDMkQWd7xisH7e6m4zSqmkLFrGHr3ovgWX7Y5I5MHM%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsites.google.com%2Fa%2Fantioch.edu%2Fba-program-resources%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C36ff3c54bb4a4003542e08d517f33267%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441255660797104&sdata=eDbUGaAhnKMVZ3KoPvvOhGefHJ9I8c0JleY1ThLyV0o%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsites.google.com%2Fa%2Fantioch.edu%2Fba-faculty-resources%2Fhome&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C36ff3c54bb4a4003542e08d517f33267%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441255660797104&sdata=boIyQ%2FaUqzZFyeXFqeGe8UEKLjml2dvzBEZVaxYjJu8%3D&reserved=0
chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle



49

49-1

49-2

49-3

49-4

49-5

49-6

49-7

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle



From: dianna jaynes
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Need Environmental Impact Report
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 1:13:52 PM

Hello,

My name is Dianna Jaynes and I am an Eagle Rock resident and homeowner.

I am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of this issue until the City of Glendale reaches 
out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump. This will affect us far 
more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has been no EIR done to 
determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is outrageous that you attempted to 
sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock Association, and the Eagle Rock 
Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant concerns about your plans for expansion of 
the dump several years ago. I am therefore asking that you 1) HALT consideration of the biogas 
issue until further notice; 2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q&A for Eagle Rock 
residents and others; and 3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump. I 
look forward to hearing your response.

Sincerely,
Dianna Jaynes

50

50-1

50-2

50-3
50-4
50-5

mailto:djaynes@sbcglobal.net
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle



From: Erik Blank
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Biogas Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:25:39 AM

Greetings Mr. Joe,

I’m writing to you to request a public presentation of the Scholl Canyon Biogas project to the residents of Eagle
Rock.  As you know this landfill and proposed project overlooks a good portion of Eagle Rock and we deserve to
learn more about this project which is literally in our back yard.  I’d also like to point out that in your mitigated EIR
that you don’t mention Dahlia Heights Elementary which as the crow flies is probably closer than the school on
Figueroa, maybe even less than a mile away.  Please provide us a chance to hear about your project and voice our
concerns in a public setting.

Thank you,

Erik Blank
5212 Loleta Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90041
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Dear Mr. Krause,

I am a parent of a student at Benjamin Franklin Magnet Elementary in Glendale,
and a resident of Eagle Rock.  

I write to ask the Mayor and City Council to put the Grayson and Scholl Canyon
projects on hold while an independent study is commissioned to assess clean
energy alternatives and the environmental impact of the proposals.

Expanding Grayson will increase the pollution in the already-polluted air my
daughter breathes at her school (which is near the 134 and 5 freeways).  Even
before the proposed plant is operational, the contaminants on the site may be
released into the air during construction and travel to nearby school and
neighborhoods, including Ben Franklin.  I along with other Ben Franklin parents
are already concerned about the health impacts the current level of air pollution
has on our children - we need to improve the air our children breathe every day,
not make it worse.

The School Canyon proposal may have the same detrimental impact on the air my
daughter and family breathe at home in our neighborhood of Eagle Rock.  

Please do the responsible thing for the City of Glendale, its students, and
neighbors  - commission a study to understand the impact of the proposals and
explore cleaner, healthier alternatives.

Thank you,

Jennifer Hoffman
cell: 323-573-3667
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From: Joel Aldape
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Public comment: proposed biogas generation project at Scholl Canyon
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:55:16 AM

Dear Mr. Dennis Joe,

I am a resident of Eagle Rock and I'm very concerned about the city of Glendale's proposed
biogas generation project at Scholl Canyon.  Eagle Rock residents currently bear all the
negative effects of Scholl Canyon because it's located above Eagle Rock.  Any expansions at
Scholl Canyon, including new activities such as biogas generation, affect residents in Eagle
Rock. As a city official and steward of public funds, I believe you have an obligation to ensure
Eagle Rock residents have the necessary time and channels to provide comments on
 emissions and pollution emanating from the proposed biogas project.  I understand that Eagle
Rock residents have not been given a public meeting for this purpose. 

Please consider my comments in ensuring that the city of Glendale provides Eagle Rock
residents appropriate time and channels to provide input on this proposed project. 

Sincerely, 
Joel Aldape
2523 Langdale Ave 
Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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From: Joel Arquillos
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: Zenay Loera; Nate Hayward; Paul.Habib@lacity.org
Subject: Biogas project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:29:30 AM

Dennis,

I'm writing to ask that you give the residents of Eagle Rock a special presentation on your
proposal. We need more information and time to digest. All I've read so far makes the plan
seem like a good thing, but there's no way any processing of garbage has no harmful side
effects to the air and the people of this community.

Could you please speak to the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council about this? Set up a
meeting?

Thanks,
Joel

--
Joel Arquillos
Executive Director

5HalfMarathon_E-Signature-01.png

Twitter - Facebook - Instagram

826LA in Echo Park: 213-413-3388
826LA in Mar Vista: 310-915-0200

826LA is a non-profit organization dedicated 
to supporting students ages 6 to 18 with their 
creative and expository writing skills, and to 
helping teachers inspire their students to write.
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From: john crooke
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Need Environmental Impact Report
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:02:24 PM

Hello,

My name is John Crooke and I am an Eagle Rock resident and homeowner.

I am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of this issue until the City of Glendale reaches 
out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump. This will affect us far 
more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has been no EIR done to 
determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is outrageous that you attempted to 
sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock Association, and the Eagle Rock 
Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant concerns about your plans for expansion of 
the dump several years ago. I am therefore asking that you 1) HALT consideration of the biogas 
issue until further notice; 2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q&A for Eagle Rock 
residents and others; and 3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump. I 
look forward to hearing your response.

Sincerely,
John Crooke

-- 
John Crooke 

323.229.0287   |   johncrooke@gmail.com
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From: John Dunlop
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Public Comment on Scholl Canyon Biogas Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:17:12 PM

Hello Mr. Joe

I am a resident of Eagle Rock, Glendale’s
neighboring community in the City of Los
Angeles.  As an Eagle Rock resident, I have
questions about the Scholl Canyon biogas
generation project. What are the adverse impacts
will it have on air quality in Eagle Rock? What
about traffic and noise pollution? What about the
safety of Eagle Rock residents with a Biogas Plant
and aging pipes? 

I find it unacceptable that Glendale’s Mitigated
Negative Declaration did not include any outreach
to Eagle Rock.  And the public comment period
was far too short, despite the extension to today,
October 20, 2017. 

Los Angeles City Councilman Jose Huizar’s office,
TERA and the ERNC have requested a hearing
here in our community to focus on the issues that
concern Eagle Rock. To date, Glendale has
declined to further extend today’s comment
deadline or to hold a local hearing.
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Therefore, I join the aforementioned
representatives of Eagle Rock in requesting that
Glendale hold a local hearing to fully consider
your neighboring community’s concerns, or, at the
very least, extend today’s comment deadline. 

Regards,
John Dunlop
Eagle Rock Resident 
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From: Justin King
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Comments to Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:05:16 PM

I believe that the Mitigated Negative Decoration (MND) for the Biogas  Renewable Generation
Project underestimates the projects potential negative impacts to the environment and
surrounding community.  As a member of the Scholl Canyon community I request that a full
Environmental Impact Study (EIR) for this project be conducted.  Additionally,  I request that
the EIR take into account the two other projects that are being proposed at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill (Landfill Expansion and development of an anaerobic digestion project).  I believe that
the City of Glendale needs to be more transparent to their community members and tax
payers regarding planned activities at the landfill.  Additional questions regarding the MND are
listed below:

1. Would the 3,500 foot natural gas line be double walled?  How will it be secured above
ground?  What type of alarms would be installed to notify of a leak?

2. Is a real time telemetry alarm system being utilized for the project?
3. How will the aqueous ammonia be stored?  What type of secondary containment will be

used to prevent spill of aqueous ammonia to the environment?
4. What chemical is the carbon monoxide catalyst?  Is it a hazardous chemical?  Where will

it be stored on-site?
5. What volume of impurities from condensate is estimated to be stored on-site at one

time?  Where will the impurities be stored?  Is there secondary containment associated
with the storage tank>

6. Where will hazardous waste be stored on-site?
7. Is AQMD reviewing the air modeling?
8. There is a Glendale Municipal water well located within Glenoaks Canyon downgradient

of the existing landfill.  Have potential impacts to the existing groundwater well (MWD
G02) been assessed?

9. The air modeling uses only two stations located within the basin four and six miles from
the landfill.  I don't believe that the two stations being used are representative of the
conditions at the landfill.  More air monitoring at the landfill is needed in order to
determine potential affects of the project.

I look forward to your responses.
Thank you,
Justin King
Resident of Glenoaks Canyon
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From: Kenny Sylvain
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:18:58 AM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner

Community Development Department

Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO,
VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve
Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared
which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is
surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,000-gallon tank of water
does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry
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grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

I am a homeowner in the Glenoaks Canyon community with a young family, and I am deeply
concerned about the future prospects of these projects that pose a health and safety risk to our local
community. 

Best regards,

Kenny Sylvain
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From: Kevin Tseng
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Bio-Gas Generator / Scholls Canyon
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 7:57:30 PM

Hi there. It’s my understanding that there has been no official or well-publicized meeting set up to get public
feedback about this generator project...? If that is the case, I think that is incredibly irresponsible and should be
rectified. Please include the public in such large decisions. Schedule an open meeting/forum now for this project!
Kevin in 90041
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From: Lisa Karahalios
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Pollution
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:58:03 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to inform you that I will be joining the fight to stop the Biogas Project at the Scholl Canyon
Dump. 

Glendale already has a way of using that gas. When you build your new power plant in Glendale,
continue to burn the Scholl Canyon gas that goes through the existing pipeline. 

Eagle Rock residents are getting tired of bearing the brunt of traffic and pollution created by the dump. 

Lisa Karahalios
1161 Kipling Ave.
Eagle Rock, CA
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From: Marites
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: SCHOLL CANYON BIOGAS GENERATION PROJECT
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:04:32 PM

Our family, friends and neighbors are 100% against the landfill construction and operation of a 12-
megawatt power generation facility
at 7721 N. Figueroa St. at the Scholl Canyon Landfill, which too close to our homes - the Eagle
Rock neighborhood in the city of Los Angeles.

Thank you,
Marites Ruano, Krys Howard, Yric Howard, Andrew Howard and Nikole Howard.
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From: Marti Doughty
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Concerns to proposed biogas plant
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 7:01:27 PM

As a EAGLEROCK citizen that lives adjacent to landfill . My house/property is right below SCHOLL Canyon  pass
the 134 freeway. I have large concerns regarding the new Glendale proposal for biogas plant. I disagree  and have
concerns in having this built near my home. Concerns with freeway pollution and now this new biogas plant .
Increase in health problems? Will be contacting our district  representative

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kurdoghlian, Kevork
To: Joe, Dennis; Lorenz, Tom
Cc: Haroutunian, Atineh
Subject: FW: Glendale Biogas project - questions from Boulevard Sentinel
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:45:12 PM
Attachments: Questions to Glendale on Scholl Canyon.docx
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Dear Dennis and Tom,

Please see attached questions from Mary Lynch, a reporter with the Boulevard Sentinel. Her
questions are regarding Scholl Canyon Landfill. Thank you!

Best,

Kevork Kurdoghlian | City of Glendale | Management Services
613 East Broadway, Suite 200 | Glendale, CA 91206 | (818) 548-4844 |  kkurdoghlian@glendaleca.gov

From: mary lynch [mailto:lynchmm123@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:25 PM
To: Haroutunian, Atineh; Kurdoghlian, Kevork
Subject: Glendale Biogas project - questions from Boulevard Sentinel

Good afternoon!  Thanks to both of you for speaking to me this afternoon.  

Mr. Kurdoghlian, just after I spoke with you suggesting that it might be best if I send
questions to you to transmit to Mr. Joe, Ms Haroutunian, from his office, called me to suggest
the same thing.

So, here they are. If Mr. Joe prefers to just send me responses, that is great, or he can give me
a call. I am on a deadline - we go to print next Wednesday and I need to get the story into the
editor, so if there is any way you can provide me with responses by tomorrow, that would be
very helpful.

Many thanks
Mary Lynch
916 606 0783
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Questions about the project and the MND review process:



1. When does Glendale expect the construction of the biogas facility to begin?

2. When is the Scholl Canyon landfill expected to cease operations (ie., be full)?  

3. What is the current average daily tonnage per day (TPD) put into the Scholl Canyon landfill?

4. Does the biogas plant in any way serve to extend the life of the Scholl Canyon landfill?

5. Does the pipeline that currently takes gas from Scholl Canyon to Grayson go through any part of Eagle Rock or any town outside of Glendale?

6. Section 1.1 of the MND says no new transmission is needed to move the power that will be generated by the Biogas facility to the power grid. But currently, the gas from landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson facility, so there is no current power production at Scholl Canyon, is there?  If that is correct, won’t some new transmission be needed on the site?

7. Table 1.5-1 of the MND says that Glendale is the lead agency for processing and adopting the IS/MND. Is it customary for the same agency to have both roles of preparing and adopting the report?

8. Section 2.1 of the MND says that an expansion of the landfill has been proposed but not yet approved.  What is the status of the approval process?

9. Section 2.1 of the MND says that biogas production will continue beyond the time when Scholl Canyon closes to landfill operations.  For how long will the biogas production continue once Scholl Canyon is closed to landfill operations?

10. Section 2.4 of the MND Overview says that life of the project is 20 years – is that without any expansion of the landfill; or does it assume some expansion of it?

11. David Greene chair of the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council sent a letter dated 10/11/17 asking for an extension on the comment period, noting that Glendale had provided no notifications to Eagle Rock residents about the project.  Were any notifications provided to Eagle Rock residents?

12. [bookmark: _GoBack]If so, when?

13. If not, why not?

14. Were notifications provided to the residents of La Canada and Pasadena, both listed as abutters on page 3.1.2 of the MND?  

15. If so, what notifications did they receive?

16. I understand that just today, a letter has been issued that extends the comment period to November 9. Is the meeting in Eagle Rock requested in Mr. Greene’s letter going to be scheduled before those comments are due? 
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Questions about the project and the MND review process: 

1. When does Glendale expect the construction of the biogas facility to begin?
2. When is the Scholl Canyon landfill expected to cease operations (ie., be full)?
3. What is the current average daily tonnage per day (TPD) put into the Scholl Canyon

landfill?
4. Does the biogas plant in any way serve to extend the life of the Scholl Canyon landfill?
5. Does the pipeline that currently takes gas from Scholl Canyon to Grayson go through

any part of Eagle Rock or any town outside of Glendale?
6. Section 1.1 of the MND says no new transmission is needed to move the power that will

be generated by the Biogas facility to the power grid. But currently, the gas from landfill
is transported via pipeline to the Grayson facility, so there is no current power
production at Scholl Canyon, is there?  If that is correct, won’t some new transmission
be needed on the site?

7. Table 1.5-1 of the MND says that Glendale is the lead agency for processing and
adopting the IS/MND. Is it customary for the same agency to have both roles of
preparing and adopting the report?

8. Section 2.1 of the MND says that an expansion of the landfill has been proposed but not
yet approved.  What is the status of the approval process?

9. Section 2.1 of the MND says that biogas production will continue beyond the time when
Scholl Canyon closes to landfill operations.  For how long will the biogas production
continue once Scholl Canyon is closed to landfill operations?

10. Section 2.4 of the MND Overview says that life of the project is 20 years – is that
without any expansion of the landfill; or does it assume some expansion of it?

11. David Greene chair of the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council sent a letter dated
10/11/17 asking for an extension on the comment period, noting that Glendale had
provided no notifications to Eagle Rock residents about the project.  Were any
notifications provided to Eagle Rock residents?

12. If so, when?
13. If not, why not?
14. Were notifications provided to the residents of La Canada and Pasadena, both listed as

abutters on page 3.1.2 of the MND?
15. If so, what notifications did they receive?
16. I understand that just today, a letter has been issued that extends the comment period

to November 9. Is the meeting in Eagle Rock requested in Mr. Greene’s letter going to
be scheduled before those comments are due?
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From: Michael Frey
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:47:29 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

I am a resident and homeowner in Eagle Rock, and I’m writing to express my concern regarding the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. My understanding is this project will actually be developed in the 90041 (Eagle
Rock) zip code, but the city of Glendale has not made any effort to inform residents in Eagle Rock in a public forum
where our concerns can be addressed. I just learned about this project a few days ago from my neighborhood
council, and the public comment period ends today.

I am especially concerned about how this project will affect air quality, pollution, traffic, and noise, as well as the
potential unforeseen issues that may arise from this project. I understand that there is a MND available, and I have
looked at it. Expecting residents to pour through a 35 page document is not adequate and seems like an intentional
decision on the part of the city of Glendale to keep us from having our concerns addressed. We are your neighbors
and will be impacted by this project. We deserve a public hearing.

Why has Glendale refused to extend this comment period or hold a local hearing?

Sincerely,

C. Michael Frey
1318 Las Flores Dr.
Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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From: Miss Mindy
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: concerned Eagle Rock Citizens...
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 3:48:21 PM

Hello,

I'm writing regarding the proposed Biogas development near our Eagle Rock Home.
For years and years we have dealt with having a dump in our backyard that we can't use, while Glendale
Trash trucks drive past our parks, pollute our air with fumes and noise. 
Please consider you neighbors in this project and be respectful.

Concerned citizen,
Mrs. M. O'Brien
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From: Nik Hoffman
To: ekrause@glendale.ca.gov
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara; Agajanian, Vrej; Joe, Dennis
Subject: Objection to Grayson Re-Powering and Scholl Canyon Biogas Proposals
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:43:41 PM

Dear Mr. Krause,

I am a parent of a student at Benjamin Franklin Magnet Elementary in Glendale, and a resident of Eagle Rock. 

I write to ask the Mayor and City Council to put the Grayson and Scholl Canyon projects on hold while an independent study
is commissioned to assess clean energy alternatives and the environmental impact of the proposals.

Expanding Grayson will increase the pollution in the already-polluted air my daughter breathes at her school (which is near
the 134 and 5 freeways).  Even before the proposed plant is operational, the contaminants on the site may be released into the
air during construction and travel to nearby school and neighborhoods, including Ben Franklin.  I along with other Ben
Franklin parents are already concerned about the health impacts the current level of air pollution has on our children - we need
to improve the air our children breathe every day, not make it worse.

The School Canyon proposal may have the same detrimental impact on the air my daughter and family breathe at home in our
neighborhood of Eagle Rock.  

Please do the responsible thing for the City of Glendale, its students, and neighbors  - commission a study to understand the
impact of the proposals and explore cleaner, healthier alternatives.

Thank you,

-- 
Nik Hoffman
nikhoffman@gmail.com
323.573.1071
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From: P Harris
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: martin.schlageter@lacity.org; P Harris; dhbrotman@gmail.com
Subject: Ignoring Community hearings for Eagle Rock residents
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:34:51 PM

Dear sir: 
I’m writing this letter to understand why the community of Eagle Rock was not given a chance
to know what Grayson Power Plant plans on your currently pipes connected to Scholl Canyon
landfill using methane ? I personally am scared being a mother and grandmother on air quality
that’ll be looming in our atmosphere near future ????and to echo my councilor concerns?  see
below :
———————————
We have many questions about the biogas project. What are the adverse impacts will
it have on air quality in ER? What about traffic and noise pollution? What about the
safety of Eagle Rock residents with a Biogas Plant and aging pipes? Some of
Glendale’s answers are here: Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The document
is long but the Public Comment period was short and included NO Outreach to Eagle
Rock. Glendale extended the comment period deadline to October 20th.
—————————————————
Why???? Are you trying to hide something???

Because of the action taken by Grayson power plant...insecurity sets in me personally
about environmental awareness on your part... I hope Scholl Canyon would not follow
suit Aliso canyon dilemmas!!! Health is wealth think of our children’s future to
experience clean fresh air.

Loving earth is loving Us
Eagle Rock resident /90041

Pia Harris
Eagle Rock /90041

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Priscila Kasha
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 2:58:37 PM

Scholl Canyon Letter

Oct. 20, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe
Case Planner
Community Development Department Planning
Division Office
Glendale Water and Power
141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas
Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the
following impact(s):
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Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD
thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is
planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the
emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects (landfill expansion and
anaerobic digester). 

3 The methane transport pipes will be
disconnected during construction and methane
will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18
months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane
flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and is located in an area that is
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deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire
Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not
sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon,
Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very
narrow one-way-out roads which could prove
fatal to numerous residents if there is a major
explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close
proximity to the proposed generator. There are
no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at
Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play,
there are several homes within meters, and
children’s baseball fields are located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the
cumulative health and environmental impacts of

68-4

68-5

68-6

68-7

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line



all three pending projects: the power generators,
the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill
expansion.

Best regards,

Priscila Kasha
Deputy City Attorney

2418 Bywood Dr. 
Glendale CA 91206
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From: Rachel
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 5:06:00 AM

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these
pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and
other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and
methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and
explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in
an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State
of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce
the risks of fire whichcould spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and
brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda
Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.
There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields
are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.
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Best regards,

Rachel Arruejo



From: Ryan Reilly
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:24:39 PM

It's quite unfair for the city of Glendale to extend the burden of your waste facility onto
residents of Eagle Rock.  Please reconsider your actions and close the dump like it was
supposed to be.  

Thank you. 

Ryan Reilly
1610 Hill Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90041
323-377-3884 
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From: Tim Campbell
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: NO to Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project!
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:22:12 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

I am a resident and homeowner in Eagle Rock, and I’m writing to express my deep concern
and alarms regarding the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. My understanding is this
project will actually be developed in the 90041 (Eagle Rock) zip code, but the city of Glendale
has not made any effort to inform residents in Eagle Rock in a public forum where our
concerns can be addressed. I just learned about this project a few days ago from my
neighborhood council, and the public comment period ends today.

In 2017, when renewable power sources are getting cheaper by the second, why is Glendale
trying to turn back the clock? And at the expense of Eagle Rock?

For shame!

I am especially concerned about how this project will affect air quality, pollution, traffic, and
noise, as well as the potential unforeseen issues that may arise from this project. I understand
that there is a MND available, and I have looked at it. Expecting residents to pour through a 35
page document is not adequate and seems like an intentional decision on the part of the city of
Glendale to keep us from having our concerns addressed. We are your neighbors and will be
impacted by this project. We deserve a public hearing.

Why has Glendale refused to extend this comment period or hold a local hearing?

Sincerely,

Timothy Campbell 
1318 Las Flores Dr.
Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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From: ANTONIO B.
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:39:47 PM

Hello Joe,

I would like to show my Support for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  Further
I would like to suggest that the carbon credits funds be used for education.  

As the California Education Manager, NWF.  I would to like volunteer to develop
educational programming that would educate the community about biogas energy and
other sustainability measures.  I think it would be great to engage the surrounding school
in the process of constructing the plant and the power it will be generating.

Again I would like to support the proposal, known as the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project, consists of Glendale building and operating a 12-megawatt power generation
facility.  The power plant would be powered by the biogas, mainly methane, that they
would collect from the biodegradation of the landfill's contents.

Thank you,

Tony Bautista
626-241-7771
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From: Frank DeFoe
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: info@ernc.la; Deneane Stevenson
Subject: Another Porter Ranch coming??
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:55:57 PM

Glendale Planning Department:

Please pass this on to the Glendale Council person responsible for Eagle Rock.

Glendale’s top tier folks have not shown a Good-Neighbor Policy to Eagle Rock’s
stakeholders. Instead, it is the ruling Big Brother telling us what they are going to do!

We live less than ½ mile from this proposed plant. The danger of a disaster from natural
causes and/or man-made degradation of the infrastructure is in the future. There are not
enough protections known to man to protect our Eagle Rock 100%.

There must be a better way than living with a ‘cloud’ over our heads waiting for another
Porter Ranch to happen!

Thank you for listening,

Trish and Frank DeFoe
5327 Mount Helena Avenue
Eagle Rock, CA  90041  
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From: Veronica Diaz
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Eagle Rock bears virtually all the negative effects of the dump - Glendale"s Biogas Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:57:51 AM

Mr. Joe -

Eagle Rock bears virtually all the negative effects of the dump since it's located above ER off of Figueroa. Eagle
Rock residents have not been given a public meeting from Glendale to discuss emissions and pollution emanating
from the Biogas plant which borders Eagle Rock.The People of Eagle Rock deserve a public meeting about the
possible negative effects of a Biogas facility in close proximity to residential area. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Veronica Diaz 
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From: Walter Kasha
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 3:49:51 PM

Scholl Canyon Letter

Oct. 20, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe
Case Planner
Community Development Department Planning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power
141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable
Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned
about the following impact(s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for
criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The
City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority
Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so
it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the
current landfill and other proposed projects (landfill expansion
and anaerobic digester). 
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3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during
construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will
be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk
of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard
by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce
the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the
trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase
Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads
which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major
explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the
proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations from
liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play,
there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball
fields are located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and
environmental impacts of all three pending projects: the power
generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill
expansion.

Best regards,
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Walt Kasha
Bachelor of Arts, Microbiology
Masters, Organic Chemistry

2418 Bywood Dr. 
Glendale CA 91206



From: Brian Medina
To: Joe, Dennis
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 1:19:14 PM

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND Dear Mr. Joe: This letter is to
comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned
about the following impact (s):

Air Quality:

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and
PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill
expansion and anaerobic digester)

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they
estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards:

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and
the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-
out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading
fire.

Geology:

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations
from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and
children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative

Impacts: 

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending
projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,

Brian F. Medina

Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone
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From: daniel kruse
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 1:01:42 PM
Attachments: Scholl Canyon.docx

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power
Re: Submission o
141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):
Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.
Best regards,
 .Dan Kruse  GLENOAKS  canyon

Thank you,

-- 

The finest compliment I could ever receive is a referral from you, my friends and clients.
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Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner

Community Development Department

Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

Re: Submission o

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

djoe@glendaleca.gov



Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND



Dear Mr. Joe:



This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):



Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.



Best regards,

Dan Kruse  GLENOAKS  canyon. 
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Coldwell Banker Powered By Zip
Office/Cell: (917) 653-7121

DAN KRUSE REALTOR

**************************************************

   



October 18, 2017 
 

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
Re: Submission o 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov 
 
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 
 
Dear Mr. Joe: 
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): 
 
Air Quality 
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions 
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using 
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the 
emissions on paper only. 
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other 
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will 
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. 
Hazards 
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. 
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is 
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The 
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which 
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista 
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 
Geology 
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There 
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are 
located. 
Cumulative Impacts 
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental 
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 
facility, and the landfill expansion. 
 

mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov


Best regards, 
Dan Kruse  GLENOAKS  canyon.  



From: Dan brotman
To: Joe, Dennis
Cc: Daniel Brotman
Subject: Comment on Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 12:05:04 AM

Dear Mr Joe,

I am writing to express several concerns and questions with respect to the MND process for the biogas renewable
generation project at Scholl Canyon.

The biogas project is being necessitated by the fact that GWP intends to remove units 3,4 and 5 at Grayson that
currently burn a mixture of landfill and natural gas. If GWP were not to remove those units, the proposed generators
at Scholl would be unnecessary. By removing the units, GWP is required to find an alternative solution to managing
the biogas. The alternative solution that has been proposed is a set of generators at Scholl. Given the fact that these
projects are integrally related, it is inappropriate and likely in violation of the CEQA framework to treat these
projects separately. Further, by combining the Scholl and Grayson projects, GWP would be proposing a combined
project in excess of 50 MW and hence require review by the CEC. GWP needs to demonstrate that they have a clear
legal basis to treat these separately and are not simply doing so to fall under the threshold that would require CEC
review. Please provide said justification and please show that it has been fully vetted by the CEC or other state or
county authorities.

As for the merits of burning biogas on site as opposed to at Grayson, GWP should be considering relative heath
effects based on a study of current and projected population densities and sensitive sites in the two locations. Has
such a relative study been conducted and, if not, why not? Similarly, has GWP studied the relative risks from fires,
earthquake and flooding at the two locations to determine which introduces the least community harm and/or
operational risk? If not, why not?

As far as mitigation is concerned, regardless of the question of significance threshold, burning landfill gas at Scholl
will introduce increased airborne pollutants into a residential area on both sides of the Glendale/Eagle Rock border.
How is GWP prepared to compensate the neighboring communities for the increased health risks which these
pollutants will bring? My suggestion would be for GWP to offer compensation in the form of a firm commitment to
close the Scholl Canyon dump to any additional waste disposal by a date certain, and to fund improvements in the
dump area to provide healthy open space to the nearby community. Is GWP willing to provide such compensation
and, if not, why not?

Regarding the claim that burning biogas will provide renewable credits for GWP to apply toward RPS standards, to
what extent will these credits be impacted by possible mixing of natural gas pumped up from Grayson to maintain
the required heat rate? Will the mixture of bio and natural gas be treated together as RPS eligible? As RPS
ineligible? And how will changes in the mix of bio and natural gas affect the criteria pollutants and other toxic air
emissions produced by the generators? Have these variations been clearly explained to the affected communities?

After installing the biogas generators, will GWP no longer have any need to flare landfill methane? Under what
circumstances will it continue to flare this methane? Have the environmental impacts of relative methane emissions
been clearly spelled out in the MND? If not, I request they be clearly described and quantified in a final report.

Best regards,

Daniel Brotman
1641 Fernbrook Pl
Glendale, CA 91208
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From: Hury
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 9:36:48 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner

Community Development Department

Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

Re: Submission o

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these
pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and
other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane
will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion..
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California.
The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire
which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush
blanketing the hills.
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2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda
Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.
There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields
are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
Hury Babayan

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jane Demian
To: Joe, Dennis; Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Najarian, Ara; Sinanyan, Zareh; Agajanian, Vrej; Zurn, Stephen
Cc: jose.huizar@lacity.org; "Martin Schlageter"
Subject: SCHOLL CANYON - PROPOSED BIOGAS FACILITY / REQUEST FOR PUBLIC MEETING IN EAGLE ROCK
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 12:25:12 PM

I am writing regarding the Scholl Canyon gas plant that the City of Glendale is proposing to build
which will coincide with the expansion of the Grayson Plant in Glendale.  

As a resident of Eagle Rock, I am concerned about several features of these expansions:

There is an earthquake fault line running under the Scholl Canyon landfill.  In the event of an
earthquake will the gas facility erupt into explosions and fire endangering nearby residents?
  How will the City of Glendale protect the gas facility and nearby structures from such an
occurrence?

Environmental pollution from plant emissions is another concern as particulate matter from
both the Scholl Canyon biogas facility and the expanded Grayson facility may lodge in the
lungs of residents living nearby causing chronic disease. 

The landfill was originally designed to be taken off-line after a certain number of years; the
date of that closure has long since passed.  The reason for closing the landfill is because it
does not have an adequate lining to protect the underlying rock structures and groundwater
from toxic pollution. Building a biogas facility will only prolong the landfill’s life and cause
hazardous materials to continue to leak into the underlying structures.

The City of Glendale is making money from the landfill.  The biogas facility will be generating
electricity for Glendale from the greenhouse gases emanating from the decaying landfill
contents.  So in both instances the City of  Glendale benefits economically, and therefore may
be reluctant to fully appreciate the hazards posed by operating facilities of this kind.
  However, in light of environmental hazards I think the City of Glendale needs to take these
concerns seriously.

The City of Glendale has not provided adequate information to the residents of Eagle Rock regarding
the Scholl Canyon biogas project.   At the very least, the City of Glendale needs to provide a public
meeting in Eagle Rock so that Eagle Rock residents can learn about the proposed facility and make
informed decisions regarding a project of this  kind in such close proximity to our community. 
Providing a comment period without a public meeting is like putting the cart before the horse. 

Thank you.

Jane Demian
Assembly District 51 Delegate
2132 Ridgeview Avenue
LA CA 90041
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From: Patricia Hill
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 8:57:46 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner Community Development Department Planning
Division Office Glendale Water and Power, 141 N. Glendale Avenue, Glendale, CA
91206 Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project
MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. I am concerned about the following impact (s): Air
Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these
pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and
other proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane
transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared
which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards 1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and
explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an
area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of
California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the
risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and
brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda
Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous
residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology 1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed
generator. There are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl
Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and
children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative Impacts

2. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
Pat Hill
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4031 Karen Lynn Drive,
Glendale 91206



From: AV
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 5:31:15 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner Community Development Department Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 141 N. Glendale Avenue Glendale, CA 91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project MND Dear Mr. Joe: This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): Air 
Quality 1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant 
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by 
using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the 
emissions on paper only. 2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current 
landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane 
transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they 
estimate will be 15-18 months. Hazards 1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring 
bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is 
located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State 
of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of 
fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the 
hills. 2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista 
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is 
a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. Geology 1. There are several fault lines 
within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations from 
liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within 
meters, and children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative Impacts 1. The City has not 
taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending 
projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. Best 
regards,
Angela Vukos
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From: Socorro Vilches
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 7:24:38 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206

djoe@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these
pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and
other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester).

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane
will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion..
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California.
The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire
which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush
blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda
Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
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Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.
There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields
are
located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
Art and Socorro Vilches 
2324 Blackmore Drive

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lynn
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: UNcool
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 12:31:34 PM

Hello Mr Joe.

You and the Glendale city leaders must stop disregarding the residents of Eagle Rock when you plan to add even
more danger and pollution to our neighborhood through the Scholl Canyon dump. Not only do we NOT want a gas
generator at the dump (and no, this natural gas is not "clean," let alone the kind of pollution that would be spewed
out while building such a device), but according to reports it is technologically ill-advised to install such a thing into
an aging system with potentially faulty pipes that are likely to become obsolete in the near future.
So why not pursue clean-air options instead? There ARE viable choices.

The mountain of evidence indicating the harmful effects of your current proposed project is overwhelming. But as
usual, Glendale (i.e., you) presents a profile in cowardice and disrespect towards the community that continues to be
most adversely affected by your decisions involving this massive cesspool of fetid garbage (e.g., Scholl Canyon) in
OUR backyard. The most recent of these decisions was to try blocking even a hearing of Eagle Rockians'
perspectives on this addition of the gas generator! Thankfully, at the last minute the county Dept. of Public Works
has extended the deadline for public comment, but this doesn't mitigate the fact that your decisions and tactics are
insensitive, dishonest, unethical, and contrary to intelligent and decent politics. Congratulations and shame on you,
Glendale: You've proven yourselves to be on a par with the Trump White House.

Lynn Woods

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Madeleine Avirov
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Public Comment regarding the Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 3:35:19 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner Community Development Department Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 141 N. Glendale Avenue Glendale, CA 91206 Re: Submission of 
Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND Dear Mr. Joe: This letter is to 
comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I 
am concerned about the following impact (s): Air Quality 1. The power generator will exceed the 
AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is 
planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these 
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 2. The study (MND) does not 
factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill expansion 
and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction 
and methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. Hazards 1. Power plants, 
power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by 
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale 
Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not 
sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry 
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy 
Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to 
numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid-spreading fire. Geology 1. 
There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no 
proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there 
are several homes within meters, and where children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative 
Impacts 1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts 
of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill 
expansion. Best regards,

Madeleine Avirov
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From: mo perkins
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 7:52:51 PM

Dear Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner, This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  As a homeowner and a mother of a 
young child living near Scholl Canyon, I am concerned about the following impacts:
Air Quality 1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant 
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using 
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the 
emissions on paper only. 2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current 
landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane 
transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they 
estimate will be 15-18 months. Hazards 1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring 
the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located 
in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of 
California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire 
which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 2. 
Nearby neighborhoods are full of residential homes, like mine, and besides the cost and 
devastation of fires, they have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to 
numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. Geology 1. 
There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no 
proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there 
are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative Impacts 1. 
The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three 
pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion.
 Sincerely,
Maureen Perkins
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From: Mitchell Rubinstein
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 12:35:32 PM

Dear Mr. Joe: This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact 
(s): Air Quality 1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria 
pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these 
pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with 
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 2. The study (MND) does not 
factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill 
expansion and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane transport pipes will be 
disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will 
be 15-18 months. Hazards 1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring 
the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities 
and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire 
Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does 
not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the 
trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 2. Nearby neighborhoods of 
Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-
out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion 
and following rapid spreading fire. Geology 1. There are several fault lines within 
close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations from 
liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several 
homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative Impacts 
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 
facility, and the landfill expansion. Best regards,

Mitchell Rubinstein
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From: renee holt
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Dump
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2017 4:05:33 PM

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND Dear Mr. 
Joe: This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): Air Quality 1. The power 
generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, 
and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. 
They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 2. 
The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed 
projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane transport pipes will be 
disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 
months. Hazards 1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and 
explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that 
is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The 
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could 
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 2. Nearby 
neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow 
one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion 
and following rapid spreading fire. Geology 1. There are several fault lines within close 
proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at 
Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and 
children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative Impacts 1. The City has not taken into 
account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending projects: the 
power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. Thank you for 
your time.. Renee Holt : resident of Glenoaks Canyon
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From: Betsy Castillo-Cifuentes
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 2:30:23 PM
Attachments: 1Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND.pdf

Dear Mr. Joe, 

Attached please find my submission of public comment for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project
(Scholl Canyon). 

Than you, 

Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes
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Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 
 
Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 
 
Dear Mr. Joe, 
 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am 
concerned about the following impact (s): 
 
Air Quality 
 
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2, CO, VOC, and PM2.5). 
The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with 
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 
 
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects.  (Landfill 
expansion and anaerobic digester) 
 
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate 
will be 15-18 months. 
 
Hazards 
 
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by 
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the 
State of California. The proposed 60,000 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could 
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 
 
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads 
which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 
 
Geology 
 
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.  There are no proposed mitigations 
from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and 
children’s baseball fields are located. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending projects: 
the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes 
2215 E. Glenoaks Blvd. 
Glendale, CA 91206 
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Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 

Dear Mr. Joe, 

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am 
concerned about the following impact (s): 

Air Quality 

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2, CO, VOC, and PM2.5).
The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with 
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects.  (Landfill
expansion and anaerobic digester) 

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate 
will be 15-18 months. 

Hazards 

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the 
State of California. The proposed 60,000 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could 
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads
which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 

Geology 

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.  There are no proposed mitigations
from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and 
children’s baseball fields are located. 

Cumulative Impacts 

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending projects:
the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. 

Best regards, 

Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes 
2215 E. Glenoaks Blvd. 
Glendale, CA 91206 
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From: Krause, Erik
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: FW: Objection to Grayson Re-Powering and Scholl Canyon Biogas Proposals
Date: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 9:34:23 AM

Please include these comments for the bio gas project.

From: Jenny Hoffman [mailto:jennyhoffman88@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 9:16 AM
To: Krause, Erik
Subject: Re: Objection to Grayson Re-Powering and Scholl Canyon Biogas Proposals

Thank you Erik. Can you please confirm the comments will also be included in the School
Canyon report to the extent it is a separate file? Thank you!

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 23, 2017, at 9:03 AM, Krause, Erik <EKrause@Glendaleca.gov> wrote:

Ms. Hoffman:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft EIR for the Grayson Repowering Project. 
Your comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for review and consideration
and included in the response to comments as part of the Final Environmental Impact
Report.

Sincerely,

Erik Krause, Deputy Director of Community Development ● City of
Glendale ● Community Development Department
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 ● Glendale, CA 91206 ● (818) 937-8156 ●  ekrause@glendaleca.gov

 <image001.jpg> <image002.jpg> <image003.jpg> <image004.jpg>

From: Jenny Hoffman [mailto:jennyhoffman88@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:28 PM
To: Krause, Erik
Subject: Fwd: Objection to Grayson Re-Powering and Scholl Canyon Biogas Proposals

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jenny Hoffman <jennyhoffman88@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Oct 20, 2017 at 4:27 PM
Subject: Objection to Grayson Re-Powering and Scholl Canyon Biogas Proposals
To: ekraus@glandale.ca.gov
Cc: vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov, pdevine@glendaleca.gov,
zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov, anajarian@glendaleca.gov,
vagajanian@glendaleca.gov, djoe@glendaleca.gov

91

91-1

mailto:/O=CITY OF GLENDALE - CA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EKRAUSE
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:EKrause@Glendaleca.gov
mailto:ekrause@glendaleca.gov
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftwitter.com%2FMyGlendale&data=02%7C01%7CEKrause%40glendaleca.gov%7Ceafeae67b8514c767c2308d51a316c06%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636443721935169028&sdata=lmRs575MISu3bwQAW7Ozavw4oiP6cGSUJa8MP9Gcm%2B0%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FMyGlendale&data=02%7C01%7CEKrause%40glendaleca.gov%7Ceafeae67b8514c767c2308d51a316c06%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636443721935169028&sdata=Fq0phEqNuj5UqDVG48YWuj5zi%2FYm6J7eBQ%2FgjonGKm4%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Finstagram.com%2Fmyglendale&data=02%7C01%7CEKrause%40glendaleca.gov%7Ceafeae67b8514c767c2308d51a316c06%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636443721935169028&sdata=WufXTi4Dh3XDEiZzdzR0ArKst3d%2BSZ%2FddxeJqhS%2BwCg%3D&reserved=0
http://www.glendaleca.gov/
mailto:jennyhoffman88@gmail.com
mailto:jennyhoffman88@gmail.com
mailto:ekraus@glandale.ca.gov
mailto:vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov
mailto:pdevine@glendaleca.gov
mailto:zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov
mailto:anajarian@glendaleca.gov
mailto:vagajanian@glendaleca.gov
mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov
chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle



Dear Mr. Krause,

I am a parent of a student at Benjamin Franklin Magnet Elementary in Glendale,
and a resident of Eagle Rock.  

I write to ask the Mayor and City Council to put the Grayson and Scholl Canyon
projects on hold while an independent study is commissioned to assess clean
energy alternatives and the environmental impact of the proposals.

Expanding Grayson will increase the pollution in the already-polluted air my
daughter breathes at her school (which is near the 134 and 5 freeways).  Even
before the proposed plant is operational, the contaminants on the site may be
released into the air during construction and travel to nearby school and
neighborhoods, including Ben Franklin.  I along with other Ben Franklin parents
are already concerned about the health impacts the current level of air pollution
has on our children - we need to improve the air our children breathe every day,
not make it worse.

The School Canyon proposal may have the same detrimental impact on the air my
daughter and family breathe at home in our neighborhood of Eagle Rock.  

Please do the responsible thing for the City of Glendale, its students, and
neighbors  - commission a study to understand the impact of the proposals and
explore cleaner, healthier alternatives.

Thank you,

Jennifer Hoffman
cell: 323-573-3667

91-2

91-3

91-4

91-5

tel:(323)%20573-3667
chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line



92

92-1
92-2
92-3

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle



From: Matthew Paine
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Glendale Landfill
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 12:58:44 PM

Dear Joe,

My name is Matthew Paine and I am a homeowner in North East Eagle Rock.  My house is
arguably the single most impacted by the operations of the Glendale Landfill, as I'm the last
house on N Figueroa St (and the north most of 7 houses north of the 134).

On a daily basis we deal with:
- Truck noise
- Truck pollution
- Trucks making the wrong turn and coming up our street (where they, of course, turn around
in my driveway - being the last house on the block).  My driveway has actually sunken about 2
inches due to the heavy load of trucks constantly backing over it.
- Worries regarding the safety of my children, and the other neighborhood children (our street
is incredibly thin, making truck traffic very dangerous)
- A lot of illegal dumping on our block, from lazy truckers wanting to offload piles of dirt and
rocks rather than paying to do the same up the road
- Random issues of incredibly obnoxious smells, depending on what the trucks are hauling

My wife and I would like to voice our strong opposition to any expansion of this landfill.

With warm regards,
Matthew Paine
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From: Randall Wise
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 11:10:52 AM

Community Development Department Planning Division Office Glendale Water and Power Re: 
Submission o 141 N. Glendale Avenue Glendale, CA 91206 djoe@glendaleca.gov Re: 
Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND Dear Mr. Joe: 
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): Air Quality 1. The power 
generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and 
PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They 
are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 2. The study 
(MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects. 
(landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected 
during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. Hazards 
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill
is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by 
the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of 
water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the 
trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, 
Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove 
fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 
Geology 1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There 
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, 
there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative 
Impacts 1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts 
of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill 
expansion. Best regards,

Randall Wise
2105 Hollister Ter.
Glendale, CA 91206
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From: Brooke Owen
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon
Date: Sunday, October 29, 2017 6:56:00 PM
Attachments: Letter re Scholl Canyon Pjt.docx

Dear Mr. Joe,

Please see my letter attached regarding my concerns over this project in Scholl Canyon.

Best regards,
Brooke Owen
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Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner

Community Development Department Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power Re: Submission o 141 N. Glendale Avenue Glendale, CA 91206 

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 

Dear Mr. Joe: 

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s): 

Air Quality 

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. 

Hazards 

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 

Geology 

[bookmark: _GoBack]1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play and there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located. 

Cumulative Impacts 

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. 

Best regards,

Brooke Owen

2312 Gardner Place, Glendale, CA 91206
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Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 

Community Development Department Planning Division Office 

Glendale Water and Power Re: Submission o 141 N. Glendale Avenue Glendale, CA 91206  

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND  

Dear Mr. Joe:  

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project.  I am concerned about the following impact (s):  

Air Quality  

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC,
and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are 
trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.  

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed
projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) 

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared
which they estimate will be 15-18 months.  

Hazards  

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is
surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the 
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not 
sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and 
brush blanketing the hills.  

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow
one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and 
following rapid spreading fire.  

Geology  

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed
mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play and there are several 
homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located.  

Cumulative Impacts  

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three
pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. 

Best regards, 

Brooke Owen 

2312 Gardner Place, Glendale, CA 91206 
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From: Burt Culver
To: Krause, Erik; Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Agajanian, Vrej; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara
Subject: Public Comments for Grayson EIR and Biogas project 2
Date: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 3:39:38 AM

Public comments on Biogas Renewable Project and Grayson Expansion/Repowering

I am concerned about the Biogas Renewable Project and the Grayson Expansion project. The biogas from Scholl Canyon
Landfill is currently being burned at Grayson. GWP wants to rebuild and expand Grayson and stop buring the biogas at the
Grayson site. To handle the biogas, GWP is currently planning under a separate non-CEQA process to build a new 12MW
plant at the Scholl Canyon Landfill to burn this gas.

According to the CEQA guidelines
(http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2016_CEQA_Statutes_and_Guidelines.pdf) 

"15165. MULTIPLE AND PHASED PROJECTS
Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where the total
undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the Lead Agency shall
prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as described in Section 15168. Where an
individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project, or commits the Lead
Agency to a larger project, with significant environmental effect, an EIR must address itself to
the
scope of the larger project. Where one project is one of several similar projects of a public
agency,
but is not deemed a part of a larger undertaking or a larger project, the agency may prepare
one EIR
for all projects, or one for each project, but shall in either case comment upon the cumulative
effect.
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21061,
21100,
and 21151, Public Resources Code; Whitman v. Board of Supervisors, (1979) 88 Cal. App. 3d
397."

These projects are inextricably entwined. The Scholl Canyon Landfill 12MW plant is
a necessary precedent for the Grayson plant expansion and they must be considered together.

I call on the City to pause the CEQA process and immediately commission an independent study of clean energy alternatives
for powering Glendale. This study should be conducted by a group such as NREL or E3 with strong clean energy credentials
and not by the consultants who have been working on the Grayson EIR.

Burt Culver
Glendale
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From: Amy Koss
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, November 02, 2017 5:22:37 PM

Community Development Department
Planning Division Office
djoe@glendaleca.gov
Dear Mr. Joe:
This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am concerned
about the following impact (s):
Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for
criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The
City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority
Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so
it wipes out the emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the
current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during
construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will
be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk
of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of
California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not
sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing
the hills.
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2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase
Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to
numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the
proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl
Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and
children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and
environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the
anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.
Best regards, 
Amy Goldman Koss, 
Glendale home owner and voter.

_________________________________ 
Amy Goldman Koss
www.AmyGoldmanKoss.net
AmyKossBlogThang.blogspot.com
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To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: FW: Comments on Biogas Project

Did I already give this to you?

Erik Krause, Deputy Director of Community Development ● City of Glendale ● Community
Development Department
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 ● Glendale, CA 91206 ● (818) 937-8156 ●  ekrause@glendaleca.gov

From: James Flournoy [mailto:saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 7:07 PM
To: Krause, Erik
Subject: Comments on Biogas Project

Attached please find our comments on the Negative Declaration
Biogas Comments 
and specific comments on
Seismology

Dr Syndor was head of CGS "essential Services Structures, Schools, and Hospitals "review
division
do not be misled by Schools and Hospitals in the title
Being from 2005 it is keyed to the UBC 1998-2002
All guidelines must be updated to the latest CBC (now 2017) and the Latest ASCE 7-16
FEMA NEHRP are good sources of commentaries to provide clarity- Latest is 2015
The hilltop location is going to take some additional work- we think that ECI who did your
General Plan would be top of the list  They did some seismology for us in the City of
Rosemead and for out General Plan.

let us know how we can help
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November 9, 2017 

Save Our Community SGV 
c/o 8655 Landis View Lane 
Rosemead CA 91770 

Erik Krause 
Interim Deputy Director of Community Development, 

City of Glendale Community Development Department Planning Division 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, California 91206 

EKrause@glendaleca.gov

Comments on Negitive Declaration for  
Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
Scholl Canyon Landfill  
7721 N Figueroa St, Eagle Rock 
Los Angeles Ca 90041 

Gentlemen: 
We are in favor of this project and comments are meant to be helpful and constructive 
FIRST if you have almost any structures for human habitation, even a 1000 sq ft one, you have to 
comply with the Seismic Hazards Mapping ACT 
SEE SHMA RELEVANT CITATIONS- ATTACHED 

second   see Seismology comments, hilltop amplification, long-period ground-motion, etc 

WE think the project could be re-purposed to include an emergency backup utilization. 
There should be enough capacity to power emergency communications especially as  Flint Peak is 
nearby, and some power lines but we do not know whose.   

It is possible for the project to be operational while the main plant is down in and emergency.  
Could you add a large CNG backup tank.? 
Are these engines capable of dual fuel? 

California Building Code 
While we agree that the CBC is stricter than most have the more recent codes of New Zealand, Taiwan, 
and Japan been considered.  California is not current especially as to TANKS, we see tanks in the 
vicinity of the project.  Are they safe? 

The NEG DEC  Does Not Comply with CEQA 

a.  
The NEG DEC  Does Not Consider an Adequate Range of Feasible Mitigation  
CEQA was enacted to ensure that public agencies do not approve projects unless 
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feasible measures are included that mitigate the project’s significant environmental 
effects.

CEQA therefore requires that “each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the 
significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves 
whenever it is feasible to do so.”

The  mitigation measures must be enforceable and the benefits quantifiable, rather 
than just vague policy statements.  
The Neg Dec Does Not Consider an Adequate Range of Feasible Mitigation  
CEQA was enacted to ensure that public agencies do not approve projects unless 
feasible measures are included that mitigate the project’s significant environmental 
effects. 

It is unclear how the San District could be lead agency for one project and City of Glendale another? 

Who's on first? 

See: 
Scholl Canyon Landfill Draft Environmental Impact Report Notice of Availability 

http://lacsd.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=2353 
 

“The Sanitation Districts, acting on behalf of the City of Glendale, have prepared a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report to address potential impacts from implementation of the proposed Scholl 
Canyon Landfill Expansion.  The Sanitation Districts will serve as the primary project contact during 
the public review period. “ 

San District  condensate, groundwater 
earthquake 
Water tank graded area 

Pipelines  Natural gas, water 

Flare System 

Location 3001 Scholl Canyon Road or  7721 N Figueroa St,   which is it? Or both? 
Geographical location must also be provided here not buried in the text 
 34.153425°, -118.192518 

2.3.1 Renewable energy   ?? How is this project “Renewable” when it it depleted in 20 
years? 

Provide an analysis on the existing conversion of gas to energy at the Power Plant- energy produced 
and pollution generated and compare with net energy produced and pollution generated by this project.  
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Pollutants of concern in the  air basin include ozone, the chemical commonly 
called “smog,” which may permanently decrease lung function; 
and particulate matter, which impairs lung function and can exacerbate asthma. 

Small particulate matter (2.5 microns in size or less), a component of diesel 
exhaust, is of particular concern, because it can penetrate deeply into the lungs, 
bypassing the body’s defenses, and can carry carcinogens on the surface of the 
particles. 

American Lung Association, State of the Air 2011, at pp. 11, 13. 
New England Journal of Medicine, vol. 351, no. 11, pp. 1057-1068 (2004). 

CARB 
See LA Times 5/10/2017 attached 
CARB requires Mitigation requiring latest earth-movers and construction equipment  tier 4 off road 
CARB has a list of measures which must be addressed 
All off road equipment  (earth movers etc.) must be Tier 4 Final Compliant 
All on road equipment/ trucks, bottom dumps, material delivery, cement mixers must utilize 2010 
Engines or Cleaner-  
there must be mitigation measures addressing 
Guidance on sitting incompatible land uses can be found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook: A Community Perspective, which can be found at the following internet address: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf  or 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-
community-health-perspective.pdf?sfvrsn=0 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/aqmp/white-paper-working-groups/wp-offroad-
final.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

AQMD also has a handbook of Mitigation measures which must be addressed, see below 

Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718 
[citing Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064, subd. (b)];  
see also id. at 721.)  
Accordingly, the significance of any added pollutant emissions must be judged in 
the context of an air basin that already exceeds health-based federal air quality 
standards.  

WE would like it shown that this project reduces air pollution versus the current 
operation  utilizing the power plant 
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reciprocating engine generators 
Show why reciprocating engine generators were selected versus turbines 
Provide a maintenance mitigation plan including lubricating oil analysis (due to the usual nasty 
composition of biofuel from landfills) 

In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts the SCAQMD recommends calculating localized air quality 
impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs).  LST’s can be used in addition to 
the recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing 
a CEQA document.   

Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead 
agency perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or 
performing  dispersion modeling as necessary.   

Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html.   

It is recommended that lead agencies for projects generating or attracting vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty 
diesel-fueled vehicles, perform a mobile source health risk assessment.   

Guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for 
Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling  

Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at the following 
internet address:  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mobile_toxic/mobile_toxic.html.  

An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment potentially 
generating such air pollutants should also be included.  

Mitigation Measures 

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible 
mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and 
operation to minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts.   

To assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to 

Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. 

 Additional mitigation measures can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at the following internet 
address:  

www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html 
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Additionally, 

SCAQMD’s Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for 
controlling construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not 
otherwise required.   

Other measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance 
Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning.   

This document can be found at the following internet address: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/aqguide.html 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-
efficiencies/fugitive-dust/fugitive-dust-overview.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

AQMD Rule 1466 may be revised in December 2017- see their upcoming rule amendments

see also rule 1166 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/complian...  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-... 

AQMD Non refinery flare rules are coming, please anticipate. 

 Data Sources: 

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public 
Information Center at (909) 396-2039.   

Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available via the SCAQMD’s 
World Wide Web Homepage  http://www.aqmd.gov 

A summary of global warming impacts to California, together with citations, is 
available on the Attorney Generals’ website at  
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/impact.php
AG mitigation measures http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf

http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 

 Greenhouse Gasses 

 The level of GHG emissions has the potential to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative 
emissions related to global climate change, and would be potentially significant without the implementation 
of further mitigation.  
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http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm  Climate Change Program  or GHG

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-
efficiencies/quantifying-greenhouse-gas-mitigation-measures.pdf?sfvrsn=0 

Climate Change 

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 

The SCAQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are accurately 
identified, categorized, and evaluated.   

Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air Quality Specialist,  CEQA Section, at  (909) 396-3304 if you have any 
questions. 

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, 

 CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during 
project construction and operation to minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts.   

In addition, guidance on sitting incompatible land uses can be found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air 
Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Perspective, which can be found at the following internet 
address: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf  see Cal EPA/ARB 

Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must 
also be discussed 

Natural Gas  and Water Pipelines- must be ductile with flexible connections and break away valves 

Condensate must be recycled and utilized as a beneficial use 
No water for landscaping? 
Landfill liquids are effluent  not condensate 

“The life of the Project is anticipated to be 20 years, or as long as the LFG can be used to generate 
electricity; after which time equipment and equipment foundations would be removed and the area 
would become part of the landfill reclamation plan. “ 

We suggest that the site could be used for emergency back-up generation – all that would be required is 
the natural gas supply- the infrastructure would be fully sunken and the distribution in place 
please discuss a longer life for the project and it's uses in emergencies 

.“Both concrete and asphalt would be crushed on-site and transferred to the adjacent landfill by dump 
trucks” 
Crushed concrete and asphalt must be recycled, please explain 

 Figure 2.3-3 shows the extent of grading.    
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Where is the geologic and geotechnical report supporting grading plans?  Where are the grading plans.  
Where are the volumes of cuts and fills 
Where is the soil analysis showing the gradability of soils or is it rock? 

“During the 15 – 18-month construction phase of Scholl Canyon Landfill Power Plant, the system 
piping landfill gas to GWP Grayson Power plant will be demolished; “ 
Abandoned in place is not demolished.  We would prefer mothballing instead of “demolition” 

Tanks two tanks 60,000 gal tank if used for fire protection must be analyzed, specified ,designed and 
constructed as an “essential services structure.” 
Flexible connections, break away valves 
mat foundation,  
no holdowns welded to tank walls – this type of hold down failed in the Moderate Northridge  
Tanks purposed for fire fighting must be engineered as “essential services structures- provide a 
geotechnical report that supports “essential services structures” and “structures for human habitation” 

Does Glendale have a standard for Geotechnical Reports  
Does Glendale rely on the County of Los Angeles Geotechnical Report guidelines (which we consider 
a default standard of practice in Southern California unless the Lead Agencia has adopted their own 
(Los Angeles, Santa Monica for example) 
The General Plan Safety Element was state of the art when adopted 
Please explain the difference between the City of Glendale Building and Safety Code and the CBC? 
Has Glendale adopted  or recommend utilizing ASCE-7-16?  FEMA NEHRP 2015?  which appears to 
be key for compliance with the EHRA 

We suggest you get the firm that did the fine safety element to your general plan, ECI out of Tustin or 
Santa Ana to do your SHMA report 

We will have some additional geotechnical comments in our comments on the Power Plant, consider 
them as included 
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3.5 Geology and Soils 
Provide links or attach the Geo-Locic Associates Geotechnical Report and the  
SAN district DEIR 
2005 Geological Map of Los Angeles 
CGS Seismic Hazards Map (liquefaction and landslides, RHE GROUND MOTIONS HAVE BEEN 
RECALLED 
Dibblee Map? 
General Plan Map? 
References 

Appendix D 
Jan 4 2016 

Jaret Fischer, P.E. There is no citation that Fischer is a Geotechnical Professional or a Registered 
Geotechnical Engineer.  There does not appear to be any Stamp of a Certified Engineering Geologist or 
Earthquake Engineer, 

This report presents the results of a geotechnical investigation performed at the request of the City of 
Glendale,   Provide a link to the RFP, scope of work 

Grading Plans since Jan 4, 2016  are there grading plans now? 
5.1 

5.2  2008 Seismic Hazards Maps are obsolete. 
Please utilize the latest SCEC Community fault Model , Quaternary Fault and Fold database 

5.2 Building Code Seismic Criteria are inadequate for essential services projects, design values 
must be site specific 

California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2, 2007 California Building Code (CBC), Chapters 16 
and 18.     is not current  rework report reflecting current CBC and work ahead using ASCE 7-16 and 
FEMA NEHRP 

CDMG Seismic Hazard Zone Map- the ground motion tables have been canceled- they are obsolete 

California Geological Survey (CGS), 2008, http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs.   Is not relevant as it is non 
specific 

International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO), 1997, Uniform Building Code and Maps of 
Known Active Fault Near-Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada. 
UBC near fault methodology is useful as a base line but is not current  practice 
Use the SCEC fault database for starters https://www.scec.org/publication/7735  Aug 15, 2017 
http://www.wgcep.org/data-ref_fault_db 
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/qfaults/ 
see also 
https://www.scec.org/research/ucvm  Community Velocity Model Version 17.1.0 (Small et al., 2017) or later 
http://scec.usc.edu/scecpedia/Broadband_Platform 
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Evaluations of CyberShake simulated motions for use in engineering analysis 
https://www.scec.org/publication/7553 

See Jack Baker http://web.stanford.edu/~bakerjw/      bakerjw@stanford.edu 
SITE EFFECTS   not just VS 30 

Seismic waves are similarly modified by local geological conditions. These variations are known as 
SITE EFFECTS, and they can strongly influence the nature and severity of shaking at a given site.  

Site effects include the following five factors. 

1) The softness of the soil or rock beneath a site.  VS-30 is simple version of this
The elastic properties of Earth materials ranges from hard (difficult to deform--think granite) to soft 
(relatively easy to deform--think mud).  

Seismic waves travel faster through hard rocks than through softer rocks and sediments. As the waves 
pass from deeper harder to shallow softer rocks the slow down and get bigger in amplitude as the 
energy piles up. The softer the rock or soil under a site is, the larger the wave. Softer soils amplify 
ground motion.  

2) The total thickness of soil to bedrock.  (we commented that the 2500m/sec depth be plotted)
Related to the direct amplification effects of soft Earth materials, the geometry of the soft deposits can 
further distort ground motion at soft rock sites. Seismic waves entering sediment-filled valleys can trap 
seismic energy such that it reverberates like sound in an echo chamber. This can lead to both higher 
amplitudes and longer durations of shaking.  
Because such effects are geometric in nature, they depend on the characteristics of the incomong wave, 
and it's direction of approach...they can be very difficult to predict. 

3) Sedimentary basins (deep geologic structure).
For this project PATH EFFECTS especially San Andreas 
This is essentially the same process as #2 above, but at a broader scale. As such, it impacts the lower 
frequency seismic waves, and can have more widespread effects and influence larger structures that 
tend to be more sensitive to low-frequency motions.  

Deep sedimentary basins can have a large effect on ground motion above them. Earthquake waves 
traveling at high velocity through the stiff, crystalline rock of the crust refract and slow dramatically 
when entering the basin. This increases the amplitude of the earthquake waves, and the sharp density 
contrast of the soft basin rocks with surrounding material can cause waves to reflect, trapping energy in 
the basin for a period of time. This extends the duration of shaking. Due to their size, these deep 
geologic structures can influence shaking over a wide area.  

4) na
Hillside AND Hilltop amplification must be considered 

5) Topography
The features present at the Earth's surface have also been identified as having an influence on shaking 
intensity. Some studies of the distribution of the intensity of shaking experienced in an earthquake 
concluded that hilltop sites often shook at one intensity level higher than nearby sites with flatter 
topography. 
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CGS has a publication and there is data from Northridge and elsewhere. 

Northridge (California) Earthquake: Unique Ground Motions Mehmet Celebi U.S. 
Geological Survey, Menlo Park, CA 1995 
http://scholarsmine.mst.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3246&context=icrageesd 

Effect of Irregular Topography on Strong Ground Motion Amplification  
ftp://140.115.123.63/share/%B0%EA%A9m%AAF%B6%D5%B8%EA%AE%C6/08_References/Effe
ct%20of%20Irregular%20Topography%20on%20Strong%20Ground%20Motion%20Amplification.pdf 

“The amplitude ratio at the hilltop is largest, some four or five times that of the free field wave.  This 
large gain is attributed to the focusing of the waves at the hilltop”... The amplification ratio increases, 
because the reflected waves focus at the hilltop”...”The amplification varies, depending on the shape of 
the hill slope”...”These results support the contention that amplification characteristics depend on the 
shape of a slope.” 

Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 86, No. 1A, pp. 66-72, February 1996 

Seismic Response of a Hill: The Example of Tarzana, California 

by Michel Bouchon and Jeffrey S. Barker 

https://gsw.silverchair-
cdn.com/gsw/Content_public/Journal/bssa/86/1A/00371106861A0006/4/BSSA08601A0066.pdf?Expir
es=1509135343&Signature=LOc-fgrwUcdPwjgJhwiHQlq1jf-tA4bG4TLjlIfIOq-PMr7zj-
DjEzZk1N5fwOXwZjDiTlNI3R4owh7k46E~o83a800PQq-
QmxQlwaxEzLyvCyKCaEfbfLjxQ~DIPItRYb4nu3OvNWI6t9BXmhP9Uljkto80rm5lWlOeiXrX4GBm
9dIH0lCZ0r43-s2VjmuPIl~Z-
x5yrcjqByv~Bw7ecCQ5K4H8lq2RI~Bo2unwjuFlfoM79iibE91sPSjm5DPH1u4R485u8r1zAANTzQlH
TSdjwdJt7DJWRCOVM0-MdY~kvqZwc4Q9mB1HNjZSm~EuIL-RAjzmstwTXB1795gAvg__&Key-
Pair-Id=APKAIUCZBIA4LVPAVW3Q 

 The Northridge, California, earthquake that strongly shook the city of Los Angeles in January 1994, 
produced one of the highest ground accelerations ever recorded in an earthquake, at a site located on 
top of a small hill in Tarzana 

see also references- selected 

Hartzell, S. H., D. L. Carver, and K. W. King (1994). Initial investigation of site and topographic 
effects at Robinwood ridge, California, Bull. Seism. Soc. Am. 84, 1336-1349. 

 Lee, W. H. K., R. A. White, D. H. Harlow, J. A. Rogers, and P. Spudich (1994). Digital seismograms of 
selected aftershocks of the Northridge earthquake recorded by a dense seismic array on February 11, 
1994 at Cedar Hill Nursery in Tarzana, California, U.S. Geol. Surv. Open- File Rep., 94-234. 

Spudich, P., M. Hellweg, and W. H. K. Lee (1996). Directional topographic site response at Tarzana 
observed in aftershocks of the 1994 North- ridge, California, earthquake: implications for mainshock 
motions, Bull. Seism. Soc. Am. 86, no. 1B, S193-$208.  

Vidale, J. E., O. Bonamassa, and H. Houston (1991). Directional site resonances observed from the 1 
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October 1987 Whittier Narrows, California, earthquake and the 4 October aftershock, Earthquake 
Spectra 7, 107-125.  

Curt B. Haselton, Jack W. Baker, Jonathan P. Stewart, Andrew S. Whittaker, Nicolas Luco, Andy Fry, 
Ronald O. Hamburger, Reid B. Zimmerman, John D. Hooper, Finley A. Charney, and Robert G. 
Pekelnicky (2017)  
Response History Analysis for the Design of New Buildings in the NEHRP Provisions and ASCE/SEI 7 
Standard: Part I - Overview and Specification of Ground Motions. Earthquake Spectra: May 2017, Vol. 
33, No. 2, pp. 373-395.

http://web.stanford.edu/~bakerjw/Publications/Baker_Lew_(2017)_Multisource_GMs_PBD.pdf 

ASCE 7 provides a framework to establish the ground motions and the newest edition (ASCE 7-16, 
2016) provides more guidance in the ways ground motions are to be specified in terms of the 
acceptable hazard and risk levels as well as criteria for appropriate ground motions to be used in 
the response history procedures.  ASCE 7-16 now permits the use of ground motions scaled to 
scenario spectra (conditional mean spectra) as an alternative to the risk targeted uniform hazard 
spectrum.  Despite this guidance from ASCE and the PBEE guideline documents, there are situations 
that are not yet addressed that could affect the generation of the scenario spectra and the selection and 
scaling of appropriate time histories.   

One of these situations occurs when the hazard disaggregation from the probabilistic seismic hazard 
analysis indicates that there is not a single dominant seismic source, but rather there may be multiple 
sources with different predominant magnitudes and distances that significantly contribute to the ground 
motion hazard at a site.  Approaches to account for situations such as this are discussed in this paper to 
properly account for the different sources and selection and scaling of appropriate time histories.  

 ftp://ftp.mi.ingv.it/download/augliera/Lovati_PhD_Thesis_2011.pdf   13 April 2013 

GROUND MOTION AMPLIFICATION  
INDUCED BY TOPOGRAPHIC IRREGULARITIES 
: RESULTS,OPEN ISSUES AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS    English pg 9 

1. TOPOGRAPHICAL EFFECTS: STATE OF THE ART ..........................................................9
references p 33 

2. DATA PROCESSING OF SEISMIC DATA p40
references p 98 

3. SITE EFFECTS .p49  Italian seismic rules for buildings p 73
References  p 78 

4. TECHNIQUES FOR SITE RESPONSE EVALUATION 83
References p98

5 APPLICATION: TOPOGRAPHICAL EFFECTS AT NARNI RIDGE (CENTRAL  ITALY). pg 103 
references p 155 
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TOPOGRAPHICAL EFFECTS, GROUND MOTION PREDICTIONS AND ITALIAN 
SEISMIC CODE FOR BUILDING   pg157 
References .180 
PUBLICATIONS  2008-2011 pg 182 

END Lovati thesis 

https://authors.library.caltech.edu/49125/ 

Assimaki, D. and Jeong, S. (2013) Ground-Motion Observations at Hotel Montana during the M 7.0 
2010 Haiti Earthquake: Topography or Soil Amplification? Bulletin of the Seismological Society of 
America, 103 (5). pp. 2577-2590. ISSN 0037-1106. 
http://resolver.caltech.edu/CaltechAUTHORS:20140902-134021129  

pdf is here https://authors.library.caltech.edu/49125/1/Assimaki%2C%20Jeong%20-%202013%20-
%20Ground-
Motion%20Observations%20at%20Hotel%20Montana%20during%20the%20M%207.0%202010%20
Haiti%20Earthquake%20Topography%20or%20Soil%20Amplifica.pdf 

The material-geometry nexus: Understanding topographic effects on wave propagation 
https://www.scec.org/publication/7740 

Qianli Chen, & Ahmed E. Elbanna  SCEC Contribution #7740, 2017 SCEC Annual Meeting Poster 
#172  Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering  University of Illinois,  Urbana-Champaign 

Note new 2017 rule  Note Upcoming rule amendments in December 2017 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/rule-1166-site-specific-and-various-locations-soil-
mitigation-plan 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/rule-1166-site-specific-and-various-locations-soil-
mitigation-plan

Rule 1166 - Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil 

Thanks so much for allowing us to make these comments 

good luck with your project  

Jim Flournoy 

s
e
c
r
e
t
a
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Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (PRC Div.2 Chapter 7.8) Relevant citations 
2690 Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
2697 City and County responsibilities 
a.) Cities and counties shall require, prior to the approval of a project located in a 
seismic hazard zone, a geotechnical report defining and delineating any seismic hazard... 
b.) In meeting the requirements of this section, cities and counties shall consider the 
policies and criteria established pursuant to this chapter. {i.e. CGS SP-117A and Policies 
of the Board} 
2698. City or county policies and criteria may be stricter 
Nothing in this chapter is intended to prevent cities and counties from establishing 
policies and criteria which are more strict than those established by the board. 
{The City and EIR utilize the Los Angeles County “Manual for the Preparation of 
Geotechnical Reports”, which are stricter and in greater detail.} 
2695. Development of guidelines, priorities, policies, and criteria 
Policies and criteria regarding the responsibilities of cities, counties, and state agencies 
pursuant to this chapter. The policies and criteria shall address, but not be limited to, the 
following: 
i.Criteria for approval of a project within a seismic hazard zone, including mitigation 
measures. 
ii.The contents of the geotechnical report. 
iii.Evaluation of the geotechnical report by the lead agency. 
Criteria for Project Approval 
The State‘s minimum criteria required for project approval within zones of required 
investigation are defined in CCR Title 14, Section 3724, 
"The following specific criteria for project approval shall apply within seismic hazard 
zones and shall be used by affected lead agencies in complying with the provisions of 
the Act: 
(a) A project shall be approved only when the nature and severity of the seismic hazards 
at the site have been evaluated in a geotechnical report and appropriate mitigation 
measures have been proposed. 
(b) The geotechnical report shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified 
engineering geologist, having competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and 
mitigation. {LA COUNTY REQUIRES BOTH} 
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The geotechnical report shall contain site-specific evaluations of the seismic hazard 
affecting the project, and shall identify portions of the project site containing seismic 
hazards. 
Page 4 
The report shall also identify any known off-site seismic hazards that could adversely 
affect the site In the event of an earthquake. 
The contents of the geotechnical report shall include, but shall not be limited to, the 
following: 
(1) Project description. 
(2) A description of the geologic and geotechnical conditions at the site, 
including an appropriate site location map. 
(3) Evaluation of site-specific seismic hazards based on geological and geotechnical 
conditions, in accordance with current standards of practice. 
(4) Recommendations for appropriate mitigation measures as required in Section 37 
24(a), above. 
(5) Name of report preparer(s), and signature(s) of a certified engineering geologist 
and/or registered civil engineer, having competence in the field of seismic hazard 
evaluation and mitigation. {LA County Manual requires Both} 
(c) Prior to approving the project, the lead agency shall independently review the 
geotechnical report to determine the adequacy of the hazard evaluation and proposed 
mitigation measures and to determine the requirements of Section 3724(a), above, are 
satisfied. 
Such reviews shall be conducted by a certified engineering geologist or registered civil 
engineer, having competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation." 
{SP-117A page 8} {note LA County requires both} 
Lead agencies can have other, more stringent criteria for project approval 
{LA County Manual for the Preparation of Geotechnical Reports is more stringent} 
State Mining and Geology Board 
Guidelines for evaluating seismic hazards and recommending mitigation measures. 
Regulations and Guidelines are found in Special Publication 117 “Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California” SP-117A 2008 
Revised and Re-adopted September 11, 2008 by the State Mining and Geology Board in 
Accordance with the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/Guidelines/Documents/SP117-091508.pdf 
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The Lead Agency Must independently peer review and specifically approve 
Geotechnical Reports. 
SP-117A pg 1 
2) Cities and Counties, or other local permitting authority, must regulate certain
development "projects" within the zones. They must withhold the development permits 
for a site within a zone until the geologic and soil conditions of the project site are 
investigated and appropriate mitigation measures, if any, are incorporated into 
development plans. 
Page 5 
SP 117 A Chapter 8 Guidelines for Reviewing Site-Investigation Reports SP-117A p68 

“The required technical review is a critical part of the evaluation process of approving a 
project. 
The reviewer ensures compliance with existing laws, regulations, ordinances, codes, 
policies, standards, and good practice, helping to assure that significant geologic factors 
(hazards and geologic processes) are properly considered, and potential problems are 
mitigated prior to project development. 
Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the reviewer is responsible for determining 
that each seismic hazard site investigation, and the resulting report, reasonably address 
the geologic and soil conditions that exist at a given site. 
The reviewer acts on behalf of a governing agency— city, county, regional, state, or 
federal— 
not only to protect the government's interest 
but also to protect the interest of the community at large “ 
Review of Submitted Reports SP-117A P70 
The review of submitted reports constitutes professional practice and should be 
conducted as such. 
Report Filing Requirements 
PRC Section 2697 requires cities and counties to submit one copy of each approved site 
investigation report, including mitigation measures, if any, that are to be taken, to the 
State Geologist within 30 days of report approval. SP-117A P71 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Manual for the Preparation of 
Geotechnical Reports is even more explicit http://dpw.lacounty.gov/gmed/manual.pdf 
2.2.6 Seismic Hazard Evaluation Reports p 14 et seq. 
Los Angeles County requires signatures of BOTH a Certified Engineering Geologist 
AND a Geotechnical (soils) civil engineer. 
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California Geological Service -CGS Note 41 

“Guidelines for Reviewing Geologic Reports” 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/information/publications/cgs_notes/note_41 
The below article confirms that Review standards of practice are longstanding 
Hart, E.W., and Williams, J.W., 1978, Geologic review process: California Geology, v. 
31, p. 235-236. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/cg/1978/31_10.pdf p235 

“The geologic review is a critical part of the evaluation process of a proposed 
development. 
It is the responsibility of the reviewer to assure that each geologic investigation, and the 
resulting report, adequately addresses the geologic conditions that exist at a given site. 
In addition to geologic reports for tentative tracts and site development, 
a reviewer evaluates Environmental Impact Reports, “ 
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LA Times 5/10/2017 

Chris Megerian writes about climate change and California for the Los Angeles Times  

A legal battle over regulations for construction vehicles could become the first test of 

whether President Trump wants to limit California’s unique ability to limit air pollution. 

The issue stems from a 2013 decision by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency that 

allowed California to require emission filters on bulldozers, forklifts and other diesel-

powered equipment. 

The state, the only one in the country allowed to set rules that are tougher than federal 

standards, has been granted dozens of similar waivers over several decades. 

Several companies sued over the waiver, and a court hearing is scheduled for May 18 in 

the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals 

Now Trump’s EPA wants to delay the hearing, and officials said in a Friday court filing 

that they weren’t sure whether the waiver should have been granted. 

“Recently-appointed EPA officials in the new administration will be closely scrutinizing 

[the decision] to determine whether it should be maintained, modified, or otherwise 

reconsidered,” the filing said. 

A waiver has never been revoked, but California officials have been on guard for any 

attempts since Scott Pruitt, Trump’s choice to lead the EPA, questioned the state’s 

authority during his confirmation hearing.  

On Monday, the California Air Resources Board urged the court to reject the request to 

put off the hearing. 

“A delayed decision in this case leaves a cloud of uncertainty over California’s efforts,” 
the state’s filing said. 
The case could provide hints as to how the Trump administration will handle a 
much bigger issue: California’s waiver authority.  
The state is moving forward with tougher rules on greenhouse gas emissions from 
tailpipes even though federal officials are preparing to roll back national 
standards.  
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Adding Southern San Andreas would flatten out the curve from 3 seconds out to 10 seconds 
path effects must be considered 
Vertical must also be considered 
directivity must be considered  
 (Whittier extension of Bullard and Lettis points toward the project. 
Near fault effects 

Analytical and numerical investigation of site 
response due to vertical ground motion 
Han, Bo & Zdravković, L & Kontoe, Stavroula. (2017). Analytical and numerical investigation of site 
response due to vertical ground motion. Géotechnique. 1-14. 10.1680/jgeot.15.P.191.  
“Abstract 
Due to the repeatedly observed strong vertical ground motions and compressional damage of 
engineering structures in recent earthquakes, the multi-directional site response analysis is increasingly 
critical for the seismic design of important structures, 

Analytical and numerical investigation of site response due to vertical ground motion (PDF Download 
Available). Available from: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320179456_Analytical_and_numerical_investigation_of_site_re
sponse_due_to_vertical_ground_motion  

may have some late references 
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Apply Near Fault Adjustment To:  
NOTE: Caltrans SDC requires application of a Near Fault Adjustment factor for sites less than 25 km (Rrup) from the causative fault.

 Deterministic Spectrum Using 

 Km Verdugo-Eagle Rock 

 Km Raymond 

 Km Puente Hills (LA) 

 Km Sierra Madre fault zone (Sierra Madre B) 

 Km Sierra Madre fault zone (Sierra Madre C) 

 Km Elysian Park (Upper) 

 Km Hollywood 

 Km San Gabriel 

 Km Elysian Park (Lower CFM) 

 Km Sierra Madre fault zone (Sierra Madre D) 
 Probabilistic Spectrum Using 

 Km (Recommend Performing Deaggregation To Verify) 

Table 3.6-1 Distance of Faults to Project Site and Maximum Magnitudes 
Fault Distance* (miles) Maximum  Moment Magnitude*  
Verdugo 0.3  6.9  
Raymond 2.3  6.8  
Hollywood 3.3  6.7 
 Sierra Madre (connected) 3.9 7.2 
Upper Elysian Park Thrust 6.1  6.7 
Santa Monica 6.2  7.4 
 Sierra Madre (San Fernando) 10.5  6.7 
Clamshell-Sawpit 11.1 6.7 
Puente Hills (LA Basin) 11.5 7.0 
San Gabriel 12.4  7.3 
 Whittier-Elsinore 13.7 7.8 
Newport-Inglewood (LA Basin) 13.7  7.5 
 Santa Monica 13.9  7.3 
Elysian Park Lower 
Northridge 15.2 6.9 
Puente Hills (Santa Fe Springs) 17.3  6.7 
San Jose 19.6  6.7  
Puente Hills (Coyote Hills) 19.9 
Compton-Los Alimitos  

0.29

3.58

10.2

5.63

7.92

9.43

8.35

14.9

15.0

16.3

0.29
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 Malibu Coast 21.0  6.7 
Anacapa-Dume 22.7  7.2  
Palos Verdes 24.4  7.7  
San Andreas San Bernadino Area (energy on South side of San Gabriel Mountains toward Glendale) 
San Andreas Mojave-Palmdale  (San Gabriel Mountains shelter Glendale) 

note that km and miles do not exactly agree- you figure it out 
IMHO CalTrans is measuring to the tangent of the fault plane and CGS measures to an arbitrary point 

 In addition UCERF3 utilizes multiple fault breaks (which increases large events and decreases mid 
size events) 
Multi-segment events must be considered for essential services structures 

Raymond-Hollywood-Santa Monica-Malibu Coast 
Whittier Fault Extension-Whittier-Elsinore   some say 7.85 
Newport-Inglewood-Rose Canyon 
Puente Hills thrust all 3 segments 
Sierra Madre multiple segments (incl Sylmar etc) 
San Andreas Southern to 1857 rupture 
Verdugo- names change but fault is the same 
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From: Marguerita Drew
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Development of Scholl Canyon Landfill Site
Date: Thursday, November 02, 2017 8:59:53 PM

November 2, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe
Case Planner, Planning Division Office
Community Development Department
Glendale Water and Power
141 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

I am writing this letter to urge you NOT to approve the construction of a power generator on
the site of the Scholl Canyon Landfill. As a resident of Glendale, and Glenoaks Canyon, in
particular, I am begging you to consider the dangers and ramifications of this proposal.

My neighbors and I are concerned about the following:

Air Quality
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.
Hazards
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.
Cumulative Impacts
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
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facility, and the landfill expansion.

With all of these potential dangers, it is irresponsible for the city to continue forward with this
proposal.

Please put the residents of Glendale – and their health and safety – above profit and untested
development by closing the landfill and vetoing the construction of any power plant,
generator, or anaerobic digester facility in its place.

Thank you for your immediate attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Marguerita Drew
2321 Hollister Terrace
Glendale, CA 91776
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From: Burt Culver <ballast@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 10:14 PM
To: Krause, Erik; Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Agajanian, Vrej; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara
Subject: Public Comments for Grayson EIR and Biogas project 3

Public comments on Biogas Renewable Project and Grayson Expansion/Repowering 

I am concerned about the Biogas Renewable Project and the Grayson Expansion project. The biogas from Scholl Canyon Landfill is currently 
being burned at Grayson. 

There are many alternatives to the turbines proposed for burning the landfill gas. 

One way of handling the gas would be to use the landfill gas in fuel cells to convert the gas into electricity. The pollution 
from the fuel cells is far, far lower than burning through turbines. Here is an analysis of a biogas fuel cell that LADWP 
tested a few years ago: https://www.osti.gov/scitech/servlets/purl/827541 : 

Other biogas fuel cells are: 

ES5 Energy Server: http://www.bloomenergy.com/fuel-cell/es5-data-sheet/ 

NOx < 0.01 lbs/MWh 

SOx Negligible 

CO <0.05 lbs/MWh

VOCs < 0.02 lbs/MWh 
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2

CO2 @ specified efficiency 679-833 lbs/MWh on natural gas; 
carbon neutral on directed biogas 

Or larger scale fuel cell plants like this one can scale up to 100MW - and could be used in the Grayson Project with 
regular natural gas: 

https://www.fuelcellenergy.com/blog-medium-2/markets/ 

Their SureSource power plants are California Air Resources Board certified and can be place in any urban setting because 
they are so clean. http://investor.fce.com/press-releases/press-release-details/2017/FuelCell-Energy-SureSource-
Power-Plant-Using-On-Site-Anaerobic-Digester-Gas-Achieves-Certification-for-California-Air-Resources-Board-
Distributed-Generation-DG-Clean-Air-Standards/default.aspx 

Another option is that Glendale should look seriously at systems that convert landfill gas into liquid or compressed gas for fueling vehicles. 
Here's a description of such a system https://inhabitat.com/california-company-launches-a-car-fuel-made-from-landfill-methane/ by this 
company: http://redeem.cleanenergyfuels.com/ Redeem fuel is sold at the the city filling station at 1761 Gardena Ave Glendale, CA 91204 -
we should ask if Clean Energy Fuels would take the biogas from Scholl for Redeem fuel. The conversion from gas to liquid could be done at 
Grayson or at Scholl and the gas could be used to fuel the CNG buses or other vehicles in the Glendale fleet. 

Here is another company that does similar biogas-to-fuel systems: https://www.airliquide.com/science-new-energies/biogas-bio-ngv 

A second subject is the contaminants in the landfill gas. If the landfill gas is to be burned it should be filtered for 
contaminants before burning. The contaminants should be dealt with safely without burning.  

From http://www.energyjustice.net/lfg: "non-methane organic compounds" or NMOCs usually make up less than 1% of 
landfill gas. EPA identifies 94 NMOCs in their 1991 report, "Air Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills - 
Background Information for Proposed Standards and Guidelines." Many of these are toxic chemicals like benzene, 
toluene, chloroform, vinyl chloride, carbon tetrachloride, and 1,1,1 trichloroethane. At least 41 of these are halogenated 
compounds. Many others are non-halogenated toxic chemicals. More exhaustive test for contaminants in landfill gas 
have found hundreds of different NMOC contaminants. 
When halogenated chemicals (chemicals containing halogens - typically chlorine, fluorine, or bromine) are combusted in 
the presence of hydrocarbons, they can recombine into highly toxic compounds such as dioxins and furans, the most 
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toxic chemicals ever studied. Burning at high temperatures doesn't solve the problem as dioxins are formed at low 
temperatures and can be formed as the gases are cooling down after the combustion process." 

Dioxins are not mentioned in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration or the Draft EIR. 

Additionally, the DISMND shows a half pound of mercury to be released into the air per year which is very concerning. I 
ask that the biogas be cleaned prior to burning. Putting those compounds into our air basin when cleaning it is 
technically feasible is irresponsible. 

Burt Culver 
Glendale, CA 
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From: Michelle Gunn
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Grayson Expansion Project
Date: Friday, November 03, 2017 12:07:17 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

As a parent of two children I am deeply concerned about the planned Grayson expansion project at Scholl Canyon.
The pollution caused by such an expansion could have harmful negative impacts on our children for years to come.

Please, at the very least, offer informational meetings for residents in the surrounding neighborhoods so we can have
our voices heard and questions answered.

Thank you for your consideration.

Best,
Michelle Gunn
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From: Burt Culver <ballast@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 05, 2017 12:02 AM
To: Krause, Erik; Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Agajanian, Vrej; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara
Subject: Public Comments for Grayson EIR and Biogas project 4

Public comments on Biogas Renewable Project and Grayson Expansion/Repowering 

I am concerned about the Biogas Renewable Project and the Grayson Expansion project. The biogas from Scholl Canyon Landfill is currently 
being burned at Grayson. 

These projects are being considered separately, but in the DEIR for Grayson the change of burning biogas at the landfill is considered in 
section 6.1.3 Precedent-Setting Action. If these are separate projects why is this brought up here? 

"6.1.3 Precedent-Setting Action 
Changes from the Project that could be precedent setting are few. The most notable precedent setting actions are the 
adoption of potentially utilizing biogas in an urban setting, which involves combusting and producing electricity at the 
landfill site, thereby gaining the ability to remove the approximately five-mile pipeline between the landfill and the 
Project site. Such a decommissioning could set a precedent for other cities to do the same. 
Other potentially precedent setting actions of the Project is the contribution the Project would make toward the City of 
Glendale’s effort to meet the State’s Renewable Energy Standard Mandate. Successful implementation of the Project 
would serve as an example to other cities and power plants within the State of California to follow in its footsteps." 

Also in 6.2 the Grayson project is describes as using natural gas and biogas 
"6.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of significant irreversible environmental changes that 
would be caused by implementing a project. Power plants, by their nature, consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-
renewable resources. This consumption occurs during the construction phase, and continues throughout the operational 
lifetime. Project operation would require: the consumption of natural gas and biogas for the purpose of power 
generation, building material, fuel and operational materials and resources, and the transportation of goods and people 
to and from the Project site." 

Also in 6.2.1 where it says the Project includes biogas: 
"While the proposed repowering of the Grayson Power Plant is considered necessary to meet current and future City 
energy needs and California Renewables Portfolio Standard requirements, the Project represents a commitment to 
nonrenewable resources over the long term. Pursuant with Senate Bill 350, the Renewables Portfolio Standard requires 
retail sellers and publicly owned utilities including the Glendale Department of Water and Power to procure atleast 50 
percent of their electricity through renewable energy by 2030. The City currently serves its power system through a 
combination of renewable energy sources (both local and imports), non-renewable imports, and local generation. While 
the Project does include more efficient use of biogas, and the City’s commitment to SB 350, natural gas is still the main 
source of electrical generation at the Project site." 

Then in 3.0 Project Description it is said that the landfill gas will no longer be burned at Grayson and will be burned off-
site but the pollution of that burning is not accounted for. Since the emissions of the biogas are counted in Grayson's 
current emission profile, if the biogas is burned elsewhere then Grayson should not be able to use that emission profile 
as its base emission profile. 
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"Landfill gas generated at Scholl Canyon is currently being combusted in Grayson’s Units 3, 4, and 5 boilers. This landfill 
gas would no longer be transported to Grayson, and the pipeline would be decommissioned as part of the City’s 
proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project at Scholl Canyon. Instead, landfill gas is proposed to be used to generate 
electricity at Scholl Canyon in a proposed 12 MW Biogas Renewable Generation Project or it would be flared off." 

In 3.1.2 Site Demolition the biogas project is mentioned. It's clearly intertwined with this project (see previous comment 
where closely related projects should be considered together under one EIR).  

"In addition, the existing 8-inch landfill gas pipeline running from Scholl Canyon Landfill to the Grayson Power Plant 
would be capped at the Scholl Canyon Landfill property line and decommissioning is proposed as part of the proposed 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project located at the Scholl Canyon Landfill." 

In this chart, it's clear that they are aware of moving the biogas burning to another location as they account for it in the 
GHG Emissions. That makes the biogas project a phase of this project.  

Also, note the paragraph below the chart it says that "the net increase of GHG emissions from the operation of the 
Project exceeds the significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year". Then they go on to say how they will mitigate 
it but then right below this they determine "Level of Significance before Mitigation: Less than Significant Impact". That 
determination does not seem correct. 
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Related to the above table is the calculation of the baseline for other pollutants. For GHG, they subtracted the biogas 
GHG and then formed a baseline for calculating new GHG emissions of the new plant but they did not do this for the 
significant other pollutants from the project. If the biogas emissions were removed from the old plant baseline then the 
new plant would exceed the significance thresholds on CO, PM10, and PM2.5. 

4.3.32: "Replaced Power Generating Equipment 
The Project will include the demolition of three boilers (Units 3, 4, and 5) and three turbines (Units 
8A, 8B, and 8C). The emissions from these replaced units were calculated based on the average 
of 2015 and 2016 SCAQMD Annual Emission Report, the adjustment to current Best Available 
Control Technology emission standards, and actual annual operating days in accordance with 
SCAQMD Rule 1306(c). Table 4-25 summarizes the daily average emissions of these replaced 
units. Appendix D.2 includes more detailed information of the emission inventory. 

To evaluate the air quality impacts of the Project, maximum daily emissions from the new 
equipment were compared with the significance daily thresholds for operations. Since the 
Project includes the demolition of existing emission sources (three boilers and three combined 
cycle turbines), emissions from these replaced equipment was calculated as an emission 
baseline. The emissions from these replaced units were calculated based on the average of 
2015 and 2016 SCAQMD Annual Emission Report, the adjustment to current Best Available 
Control Technology emission standards, and actual annual operating days in accordance with 
SCAQMD Rule 1306(c). 
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Here they are using the historical emissions of the plant to determine the significance of the emissions of the new plant 
but again they include the biogas emissions. To be honest, they should stop burning the biogas at Grayson and use those 
numbers as the baseline. This is a significant reason for them to do these projects together rather than do the biogas 
project a few years before Grayson - there is no way they could justify the pollution from the new plant if they removed 
the biogas pollution from Grayson's baseline.  
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Here is a chart without the biogas burners (boilers 3,4,5) in the baseline: 

The cumulative impact of Grayson and the biogas project are considered in 4.11.4 Air Quality Cumulative Impacts but 
dismissed without analysis as "not expected to have a cumulative impact". These projects should be considered together 
so that we can find out what the cumulative impact is: 

"The Biogas Renewable Generation Project, which consists of constructing a new power 
generation facility at Scholl Canyon Landfill, may be the closest project that can cause 
significant contribution to the ambient air quality and health risk. However, the project location is 
approximately six miles east of the Grayson power plant. Emissions from both projects are not 
expected to have cumulative impact toward ambient air quality standards and public health, 
given their distance from each other." 
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Moving the burning of biogas to Scholl Canyon is obviously a phase of the Grayson project and they should be 
considered together in one EIR. 

I call on the City to pause the CEQA process for Grayson and the non-CEQA process for the Scholl Canyon Biogas plant and immediately 
commission an independent study of clean energy alternatives for powering Glendale. This study should be conducted by a group such as 
NREL or E3 with strong clean energy credentials and not by the consultants who have been working on the Grayson EIR. 

Regards, 

Burt Culver 
Glendale 
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From: Krause, Erik
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: FW: Comments on Biogas Project
Date: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 11:55:18 AM
Attachments: biogas comments update.doc

FYI

Erik Krause, Deputy Director of Community Development ● City of Glendale ● Community
Development Department
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 ● Glendale, CA 91206 ● (818) 937-8156 ●  ekrause@glendaleca.gov

From: James Flournoy [mailto:saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 9:09 AM
To: Krause, Erik
Subject: Re: Comments on Biogas Project

Update and Supplement to Comments on Negative Declaration for

Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Scholl Canyon Landfill  

Let's be clear- we are not opposed to a NEG DEC with adequate mitigation and enforceable
conditions of approval

the 2006 NHMP is excellent- wish all city's had one as good- most are just cut and paste
pabulum and are useless for real planning

does need an update- keep us informed if you update or General Plan

thanks for the opportunity to comment on your projects

btw some of owned property in Glendale near the train station for a hundred years- they care

On Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 7:06 PM, James Flournoy <saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com>
wrote:
Attached please find our comments on the Negative Declaration
Biogas Comments 
and specific comments on
Seismology

Dr Syndor was head of CGS "essential Services Structures, Schools, and Hospitals "review
division
do not be misled by Schools and Hospitals in the title
Being from 2005 it is keyed to the UBC 1998-2002
All guidelines must be updated to the latest CBC (now 2017) and the Latest ASCE 7-16
FEMA NEHRP are good sources of commentaries to provide clarity- Latest is 2015
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November 9, 2017


Save Our Community SGV


c/o 8655 Landis View Lane


Rosemead CA 91770


Erik Krause


Interim Deputy Director of Community Development, 


City of Glendale Community Development Department Planning Division 


633 E. Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, California 91206


EKrause@glendaleca.gov


Update and Supplement to Comments on Negative Declaration for 


Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project


Scholl Canyon Landfill 


7721 N Figueroa St, Eagle Rock


Los Angeles Ca 90041


Let's be clear- we are not opposed to a NEG  DEC with adequate mitigation and enforceable conditions of approval


In regards to USGS “ ARKSTORM here is a quote 


may apply more to the Power Plant but to Glendale in General for Planning


“On Christmas Eve 1861, rainfall started that hardly let up for several weeks up through most of January 1862.  As this was roughly a 40-day period, the resulting inundation was called "Noah's Flood," and many cattle, crops, and some structures were washed away.  Much of southern Los Angeles County became an inland sea, as was a significant part of the San Joaquin Valley.  A short notice in the Los Angeles Star newspaper in January observed that, with their adobe home flooded, the Temples "effected their escape from the house on a raft."  In hindsight, it's amazing the building survived for as long as it did, because the area is now a restricted floodplain controlled by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which built the Whittier Narrows Dam, just a short distance south of the adobe. “


http://misionvieja.blogspot.com/2014/05/the-temple-family-of-mision-vieja.html  2014

Hydrology

https://sf.curbed.com/2017/1/12/14256474/arkstorm-california-weather-storm-flood

https://www.theverge.com/2017/2/21/14684630/california-atmospheric-river-flood-storm-evacuations-rain-arkstorm


https://wattsupwiththat.com/2017/02/17/californias-past-megafloods-and-the-coming-arkstorm/

https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/atmospheric-rivers-california-megaflood-lessons-from-forgotten-catastrophe/

Nearby faults and hill effects


http://www.ci.glendale.ca.us/pdf/HMP/HMP_Sec-6_Earthquakes.pdf

Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan City of Glendale, California  Section 6 – Earthquakes 2006


 is EXCELLENT but needs an update to current CBC and ASCE7-16 and NEHRP 2015


Verdugo fault connects to other faults to East and West


NHMP P6-26  The Verdugo fault strikes southeasterly across the southern edge of the Verdugo Mountains, through the central portion of Glendale, and across the foot of the San Rafael Hills, where it seems to merge with the Eagle Rock fault. 


NHMP P28 To the west, the Eagle Rock fault lies on trend with the Verdugo fault, although in the subsurface, based on gravity data, Weber (1980) suggests that there may be a step or bend between the two fault zones. Although very little is known about the Eagle Rock fault, given that it appears to be related to active faults in the area, such as the Verdugo fault, it should be considered potentially active, subject to further study. For example, although the Eagle Rock fault may not be capable of generating an earthquake, it may break co-seismically with movement on the Verdugo fault. 


Anything new on this?


A fault hazard management zone that includes the inferred trace of the fault as mapped by Dibblee (1991), but is wider to the north, to include the break in slope and the zone of faulting mapped by Byer (1968) is proposed.   WAS THIS EVER DONE?


Multiple Segment events must be considered  


Verdugo et all


(Hollywood-Raymond-Santa Monica & York blvd?) lots of work on these faults last 10 years


Sierra Madre NHMP pg 25


Terrashake was published in 2005 and your NHMP does not address the big Gorilla in the Room-the Southern San Andreas directed toward Glendale through a chain of basins along the San Gabriel mountains front.  Shakeout was written ca 10 years ago- there is much new work since then


maximum rotated energy versus average of x and y (x+y/2)


Ridgetop fissuring and Shattering  page NHMP 6-31


“above ground storage tanks, reservoirs and utility towers are often located on top of ridges, and during strong ground shaking, these can fail or topple over, with the potential to cause widespread damage to development downslope (storage tanks and reservoirs), or disruptions to the lifeline systems (utility towers). “


Transformers, Switching and ground motion. 


Bakersfield 1952   7.3 on the moment magnitude scale. Kate Hutton says 7.5 Mm  Strike slip White Wolf fault ... energy of the event was 100 times that of the 1933 Long Beach earthquake. 


Precarious Rock and Overturned Transformer Evidence for Ground Shaking in the Ms 7.7 Kern County Earthquake: An Analog for Disastrous Shaking from a Major Thrust Fault in the Los Angeles Basin 


Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 94, No. 6, pp. 1993–2003, December 2004 


“... ground motion on the footwall give peak accelerations considerably lower than predicted by standard regression curves. 


On the other hand, on the hanging-wall, there is evidence of intense ground shattering and lack of precarious rocks, consistent with the intense hanging-wall accelerations 


Well call this the “Hound of the Baskervilles” effect

“There is clear evidence of the effects of rupture directivity in ground motions on the hanging-wall side of the fault “


 Overturned and damaged transformers indicate significant transfer of energy from the hanging wall to the footwall, 


Hanging Wall vs Footwall is a critical analysis which must be accomplished


Compare with local faults, near fault effects


https://books.google.com/books?id=73M6aqqy-uUC&pg=PA2553&lpg=PA2553&dq=Bakersfield+earthquake+%26+transformers&source=bl&ots=_Da576MujV&sig=0TUZCj4AY5d6OnmziZIexY3yBEY&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwibgtrBoqrXAhUUHWMKHaGeD5UQ6AEIXjAL#v=onepage&q=Bakersfield%20earthquake%20%26%20transformers&f=false

Lees' Loss Prevention in the Process Industries: Hazard Identification page 2553  July 21, 1952  butane storage spheres  7.7 Richter Scale  12 miles away  1 foot horizontal and .5 ft vertical, foundation bolts stretched 1.5”

Offset rows of cotton were documented at a number of locations along the northeast trending fault breaks in the valley. An offset of 3 ft (0.91 m) was seen 17 miles (27 km) south of Bakersfield, about .5 mi (0.80 km) east of California State Route 99, and 3 miles (4.8 km) southwest of Arvin a north–south oriented row was offset with movement towards the west on the south side of the shift. At the same location, an east–west road was dislocated towards the northeast a minimum of 5 ft (1.5 m), and near the mouth of Comanche Creek (6 miles (9.7 km) south of Arvin) a shallow-sloped fault scarp was raised with a maximum vertical displacement of about 3 ft (0.91 m) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1952_Kern_County_earthquake

Hazards for Planning


from Shakeout   Plan for your Natural Gas Supply in a Disaster, Mitigation Required

Oil and Gas Pipelines—Major petroleum and natural gas pipelines also cross the ShakeOut Scenario rupture zone through the major lifeline corridors at 39 locations. Displacements range from 2 cm to 8.26 meters, with the largest displacement occurring near the Salton Sea (fig. 3-22; Appendix D, Table 5). In general, pipelines can best withstand fault displacements when deformation places the pipeline in tension rather than compression or shear. Based on their orientations relative to the fault zone, pipelines in the Palmdale, San Gorgonio Pass, and Coachella Valley areas would likely undergo both shearing and tension, whereas in the Cajon Pass region, most pipelines would likely experience both shearing and compression as a result of the ShakeOut earthquake. 


p94


. Electric power is lost throughout the study area immediately, and it is restored to 90% of those capable of receiving it within 3 days. 


What can be done to minimize this in Glendale?


Electric Power 


Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties immediately lose all electric power. 


Gas pipeline damage reduces the ability to produce power within the affected areas of those counties 


Expert-Recommended Mitigation • Very few low-voltage (below 115 kV) transformers are secured. Anchoring these transformers is the Number 1 mitigation measure. • 


Replace more of the breakable ceramic insulators with polymer insulators. 


Pipeline damage causes the loss of piped drinking water in much of the most strongly shaken areas (with MMI VIII+ shaking) for a week or more. 


Telecommunications are severely impacted as a result of heightened demand after the earthquake, and to a limited extent because of damage to telephone switching facilities and fiber-optic cables. 


Loss of commercial electric power—This impacts cell service. Cell sites have backup power adequate for about three hours. A loss of commercial electric power therefore causes a loss of cell service from about three hours after the earthquake until power is restored or an emergency generator is brought to the cell site (often within one day).    Lack of enough fuel, lack of power to fuel suppliers


Can Emergency Power from the Project be supplied to Critical Infrastructure?

Hospitals p122  structural and non structural

Emergency power was intermittently lost due to equipment failures.


“Of hospital buildings in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, it is posited for ShakeOut Scenario planning purposes that over 60% of the buildings are nonfunctional and suffer irreparable damage.”


“Emergency power was lost in portions of the facility due to circuit breakers opening automatically after water caused electrical grounds “
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The hilltop location is going to take some additional work- we think that ECI who did your
General Plan would be top of the list  They did some seismology for us in the City of
Rosemead and for out General Plan.

let us know how we can help

105-2
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November 9, 2017 

Save Our Community SGV 
c/o 8655 Landis View Lane 
Rosemead CA 91770 

Erik Krause 
Interim Deputy Director of Community Development, 

City of Glendale Community Development Department Planning Division 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, California 91206 

EKrause@glendaleca.gov

Update and Supplement to Comments on Negative Declaration for 
Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
Scholl Canyon Landfill  
7721 N Figueroa St, Eagle Rock 
Los Angeles Ca 90041 

Let's be clear- we are not opposed to a NEG  DEC with adequate mitigation and enforceable conditions 
of approval 

In regards to USGS “ ARKSTORM here is a quote 
may apply more to the Power Plant but to Glendale in General for Planning 

“On Christmas Eve 1861, rainfall started that hardly let up for several weeks up through most of January
1862.  As this was roughly a 40-day period, the resulting inundation was called "Noah's Flood," and many 
cattle, crops, and some structures were washed away.  Much of southern Los Angeles County became an inland 
sea, as was a significant part of the San Joaquin Valley.  A short notice in the Los Angeles Star newspaper in 
January observed that, with their adobe home flooded, the Temples "effected their escape from the house on 
a raft."  In hindsight, it's amazing the building survived for as long as it did, because the area is now a 
restricted floodplain controlled by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which built the Whittier Narrows Dam, 
just a short distance south of the adobe. “ 
http://misionvieja.blogspot.com/2014/05/the-temple-family-of-mision-vieja.html  2014 
Hydrology 

https://sf.curbed.com/2017/1/12/14256474/arkstorm-california-weather-storm-flood 

https://www.theverge.com/2017/2/21/14684630/california-atmospheric-river-flood-storm-evacuations-
rain-arkstorm 

https://wattsupwiththat.com/2017/02/17/californias-past-megafloods-and-the-coming-arkstorm/ 

https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/atmospheric-rivers-california-megaflood-lessons-from-
forgotten-catastrophe/ 
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Nearby faults and hill effects 

http://www.ci.glendale.ca.us/pdf/HMP/HMP_Sec-6_Earthquakes.pdf 
Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan City of Glendale, California  Section 6 – Earthquakes 2006 

 is EXCELLENT but needs an update to current CBC and ASCE7-16 and NEHRP 2015 
Verdugo fault connects to other faults to East and West 
NHMP P6-26  The Verdugo fault strikes southeasterly across the southern edge of the Verdugo 
Mountains, through the central portion of Glendale, and across the foot of the San Rafael Hills, where it 
seems to merge with the Eagle Rock fault.  
NHMP P28 To the west, the Eagle Rock fault lies on trend with the Verdugo fault, although in the 
subsurface, based on gravity data, Weber (1980) suggests that there may be a step or bend between the 
two fault zones. Although very little is known about the Eagle Rock fault, given that it appears to be 
related to active faults in the area, such as the Verdugo fault, it should be considered potentially active, 
subject to further study. For example, although the Eagle Rock fault may not be capable of generating 
an earthquake, it may break co-seismically with movement on the Verdugo fault.  

Anything new on this? 
A fault hazard management zone that includes the inferred trace of the fault as mapped by Dibblee 
(1991), but is wider to the north, to include the break in slope and the zone of faulting mapped by Byer 
(1968) is proposed.   WAS THIS EVER DONE? 

Multiple Segment events must be considered   
Verdugo et all 
(Hollywood-Raymond-Santa Monica & York blvd?) lots of work on these faults last 10 years 
Sierra Madre NHMP pg 25 

Terrashake was published in 2005 and your NHMP does not address the big Gorilla in the Room-the 
Southern San Andreas directed toward Glendale through a chain of basins along the San Gabriel 
mountains front.  Shakeout was written ca 10 years ago- there is much new work since then 
maximum rotated energy versus average of x and y (x+y/2) 

Ridgetop fissuring and Shattering  page NHMP 6-31 
“above ground storage tanks, reservoirs and utility towers are often located on top of ridges, and during 
strong ground shaking, these can fail or topple over, with the potential to cause widespread damage to 
development downslope (storage tanks and reservoirs), or disruptions to the lifeline systems (utility 
towers). “ 

Transformers, Switching and ground motion. 

Bakersfield 1952   7.3 on the moment magnitude scale. Kate Hutton says 7.5 Mm  Strike slip White Wolf 
fault ... energy of the event was 100 times that of the 1933 Long Beach earthquake.  

Precarious Rock and Overturned Transformer Evidence for Ground Shaking in the Ms 7.7 Kern County 
Earthquake: An Analog for Disastrous Shaking from a Major Thrust Fault in the Los Angeles Basin  
Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 94, No. 6, pp. 1993–2003, December 2004  
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“... ground motion on the footwall give peak accelerations considerably lower than predicted by 
standard regression curves.  
On the other hand, on the hanging-wall, there is evidence of intense ground shattering and lack of 
precarious rocks, consistent with the intense hanging-wall accelerations  
Well call this the “Hound of the Baskervilles” effect 

“There is clear evidence of the effects of rupture directivity in ground motions on the hanging-wall side 
of the fault “ 
 Overturned and damaged transformers indicate significant transfer of energy from the hanging wall to 
the footwall,  

Hanging Wall vs Footwall is a critical analysis which must be accomplished 
Compare with local faults, near fault effects 

https://books.google.com/books?id=73M6aqqy-
uUC&pg=PA2553&lpg=PA2553&dq=Bakersfield+earthquake+%26+transformers&source=bl&ots=_
Da576MujV&sig=0TUZCj4AY5d6OnmziZIexY3yBEY&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwibgtrBoqrXAh
UUHWMKHaGeD5UQ6AEIXjAL#v=onepage&q=Bakersfield%20earthquake%20%26%20transform
ers&f=false 

Lees' Loss Prevention in the Process Industries: Hazard Identification page 2553  July 21, 1952  butane 
storage spheres  7.7 Richter Scale  12 miles away  1 foot horizontal and .5 ft vertical, foundation bolts stretched 
1.5” 

Offset rows of cotton were documented at a number of locations along the northeast trending fault breaks 
in the valley. An offset of 3 ft (0.91 m) was seen 17 miles (27 km) south of Bakersfield, about .5 mi 
(0.80 km) east of California State Route 99, and 3 miles (4.8 km) southwest of Arvin a north–south oriented 
row was offset with movement towards the west on the south side of the shift. At the same location, an 
east–west road was dislocated towards the northeast a minimum of 5 ft (1.5 m), and near the mouth of 
Comanche Creek (6 miles (9.7 km) south of Arvin) a shallow-sloped fault scarp was raised with a maximum 
vertical displacement of about 3 ft (0.91 m) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1952_Kern_County_earthquake 
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California_State_Route_99
chulbert
Line



Hazards for Planning 

from Shakeout   Plan for your Natural Gas Supply in a Disaster, Mitigation Required 
Oil and Gas Pipelines—Major petroleum and natural gas pipelines also cross the ShakeOut Scenario 
rupture zone through the major lifeline corridors at 39 locations. Displacements range from 2 cm to 
8.26 meters, with the largest displacement occurring near the Salton Sea (fig. 3-22; Appendix D, Table 
5). In general, pipelines can best withstand fault displacements when deformation places the pipeline in 
tension rather than compression or shear. Based on their orientations relative to the fault zone, pipelines 
in the Palmdale, San Gorgonio Pass, and Coachella Valley areas would likely undergo both shearing 
and tension, whereas in the Cajon Pass region, most pipelines would likely experience both shearing 
and compression as a result of the ShakeOut earthquake.  

p94 
. Electric power is lost throughout the study area immediately, and it is restored to 90% of those 
capable of receiving it within 3 days.  

What can be done to minimize this in Glendale? 
Electric Power  
Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties immediately lose all electric power.  
Gas pipeline damage reduces the ability to produce power within the affected areas of those counties 

Expert-Recommended Mitigation • Very few low-voltage (below 115 kV) transformers are secured. 
Anchoring these transformers is the Number 1 mitigation measure. •  
Replace more of the breakable ceramic insulators with polymer insulators.  

Pipeline damage causes the loss of piped drinking water in much of the most strongly shaken areas 
(with MMI VIII+ shaking) for a week or more.  

Telecommunications are severely impacted as a result of heightened demand after the earthquake, and 
to a limited extent because of damage to telephone switching facilities and fiber-optic cables.  

Loss of commercial electric power—This impacts cell service. Cell sites have backup power adequate 
for about three hours. A loss of commercial electric power therefore causes a loss of cell service from 
about three hours after the earthquake until power is restored or an emergency generator is brought to 
the cell site (often within one day).    Lack of enough fuel, lack of power to fuel suppliers 

Can Emergency Power from the Project be supplied to Critical Infrastructure? 
Hospitals p122  structural and non structural 
Emergency power was intermittently lost due to equipment failures. 
“Of hospital buildings in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, it is posited for ShakeOut Scenario 
planning purposes that over 60% of the buildings are nonfunctional and suffer irreparable damage.” 
“Emergency power was lost in portions of the facility due to circuit breakers opening automatically after water caused 
electrical grounds “ 
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From: Randall Wise
To: Krause, Erik; Joe, Dennis
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Agajanian, Vrej; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara
Subject: Public Comments for Grayson EIR and Biogas project 4
Date: Monday, November 06, 2017 8:19:00 AM

Public comments on Biogas Renewable Project and Grayson Expansion/Repowering 

It looks like we have a problem with the DEIR for the Repowering of Grayson. Although the 
Repowering and the Biogas project are supposedly being evaluated separately the Biogas project 
is being used to off-set the emissions from the proposed Repowering project. We need to have a 
complete EIR that includes both projects so we can evaluate the overall impact of the projects.

This inclusion of the Biogas project in the Grayson EIR could certainly be challenged in court. I 
suggest that the re-evaluation should be done now.

Respectfully,

Randall Wise
2105 Hollister Ter.
Glendale, CA 91206
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From: Krause, Erik
To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: FW: Comments on Biogas Project
Date: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 5:29:56 PM
Attachments: Biogas Supplement 2.doc

FYI

Erik Krause, Deputy Director of Community Development ● City of Glendale ● Community
Development Department
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 ● Glendale, CA 91206 ● (818) 937-8156 ●  ekrause@glendaleca.gov

From: James Flournoy [mailto:saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 5:27 PM
To: Krause, Erik
Subject: Re: Comments on Biogas Project

2ed supplemental comments FYI

On Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 9:09 AM, James Flournoy <saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com>
wrote:

Update and Supplement to Comments on Negative Declaration for

Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Scholl Canyon Landfill  

Let's be clear- we are not opposed to a NEG DEC with adequate mitigation and enforceable
conditions of approval

the 2006 NHMP is excellent- wish all city's had one as good- most are just cut and paste
pabulum and are useless for real planning

does need an update- keep us informed if you update or General Plan

thanks for the opportunity to comment on your projects

btw some of owned property in Glendale near the train station for a hundred years- they care

On Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 7:06 PM, James Flournoy <saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com>
wrote:
Attached please find our comments on the Negative Declaration
Biogas Comments 
and specific comments on
Seismology

Dr Syndor was head of CGS "essential Services Structures, Schools, and Hospitals "review
division
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November 9, 2017


Save Our Community SGV


c/o 8655 Landis View Lane


Rosemead CA 91770


Erik Krause


Interim Deputy Director of Community Development, 


City of Glendale Community Development Department Planning Division 


633 E. Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, California 91206


EKrause@glendaleca.gov


Update and Supplement to 


Update and Supplement to Comments on Negative Declaration for 


Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project 


Scholl Canyon Landfill 


7721 N Figueroa St, Eagle Rock

Los Angeles Ca 90041


The City of Montebello did a first attempt at addressing hillside amplification in their Montebello Hills Specific Plan Final EIR for their condo project on top of the active Montebello Oil field.

I
GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW OF UPDATED CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN/ADDENDUM (NOT RECIRCULATED BUT APPENDIX I INCLUDES I-1 AND I-2)


I-2 is where Hillside is considered- our opinion on these two- garbage in- garbage out but a start

I-1, GEOTECHNICAL ADDENDUM TO UPDATE FAULTING AND SEISMICITY PORTION OF THE REFERENCED GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW OF UPDATED CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN

I-2, ADDENDUM GEOTECHNICAL UPDATE TO FAULTING AND SEISMICITY PORTION OF THE REFERENCED GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND PRELIMINARY GRADING PLAN REVIEW FOR THE NORTHERLY AND SOUTHERLY WATER TANK SITES



http://cityofmontebello.com/images/planning-community-development/2014-rdeir/2014-rdeir-vol4.zip

These were never peer reviewed as required by the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act- SHMA attachment previously sent and is a related cause of action to a CEQA suit.


In Today's news the same corrupt council that approved the EIR and MHSP just got their heads handed to them on their sales tax increase- actually a vote of no confidence.  


The developer wrote the DEIR as a glossy P.R. puff piece knowing the council would vote on anything without reading it.

“EZFRISK analysis considers the Elsinore and Whittier Faults as one continuous fault capable of


producing earthquakes with a higher moment magnitude (7.85).”  


EZFRISK got this one right – most on line sources don't


but failed to do so for Puente Hills Thrust and omits San Andreas entirely


It does not consider Source and Path Effects or headwall-footwall

Note the consultants did not use the then current CBC or ASCE 7 or latest NGA, etc 


But this is the only attempt of taking a look at Hillside effects at this time we know of.


WE are not criticizing NMG, who we consider underfunded and put under unreasonable time constraints, but the developer and the City.  


A peer review would have uncovered the shortcomings and NMG could have fixed them.  


 see I-2 Appendix A for references  many are different than those previously sent


(best to analyze as if a base isolated structure and not rely on AWWA for tanks).


New Zealand, Japan, Tiawan and Europe all have better Tank standards 


Note the EIR took a swipe at Tanks but did not revisit the 100 foot tall retaining wall...Which Army Corps now shows has a multi foot subsidence near it's East end location...


WE are really curious what a dynamic analysis would show for the mass behind the retaining wall acting on the wall given verified Sources and Paths and Site factors.


Cheers

SO has Glendale adopted ASCE 7-16?


If we are not mistaken CBC 2017 references ASCE 7-10 which is state of the art c.a. 1998


If you have not adopted ASCE 7-16 we suggest serious consideron of...

 INVESTIGATION OF AN IDENTIFIED SHORT-COMING IN THE SEISMIC DESIGN PROCEDURES OF ASCE 7-10 


AND 


DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS FOR ASCE 7-16 

 Prepared for: 

Building Seismic Safety Council 


National Institute of Building Sciences 


Washington, D.C. 

 Kircher & Associates 

Consulting Engineers 


Palo Alto, California 

March 15, 2015 

 INVESTIGATION OF AN IDENTIFIED SHORT-COMING IN THE SEISMIC DESIGN PROCEDURES OF ASCE 7-10 


Chapters 1-4


then

DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS FOR ASCE 7-16   (mostly accomplished)


Chapters 5 & 6

6.4 Recommendations for Improving Future Editions of ASCE 7 ........................ 6-24

Professor Jonathan Stewart of the University of California at Los Angeles  can help you walk through the document. 

Once you get current you will notice that ASCE 7-16 does not cover directivity or near fault effects or basin edge/ shape effects although it takes a shot with a basin factor. 


The biggest thing it misses are PATH effects from the Seismic Source to the Site.

we commented on hillside and hilltop amplification, under Topographical effects which also is not covered 
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do not be misled by Schools and Hospitals in the title
Being from 2005 it is keyed to the UBC 1998-2002
All guidelines must be updated to the latest CBC (now 2017) and the Latest ASCE 7-16
FEMA NEHRP are good sources of commentaries to provide clarity- Latest is 2015
The hilltop location is going to take some additional work- we think that ECI who did your
General Plan would be top of the list  They did some seismology for us in the City of
Rosemead and for out General Plan.

let us know how we can help
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November 9, 2017 

Save Our Community SGV 
c/o 8655 Landis View Lane 
Rosemead CA 91770 

Erik Krause 
Interim Deputy Director of Community Development, 

City of Glendale Community Development Department Planning Division 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, California 91206 

EKrause@glendaleca.gov

Update and Supplement to 
Update and Supplement to Comments on Negative Declaration for 
Glendale Biogas Renewable Generation Project  
Scholl Canyon Landfill  
7721 N Figueroa St, Eagle Rock 
Los Angeles Ca 90041 

The City of Montebello did a first attempt at addressing hillside amplification in their Montebello Hills 
Specific Plan Final EIR for their condo project on top of the active Montebello Oil field. 
I GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW OF UPDATED CONCEPTUAL GRADING 

PLAN/ADDENDUM (NOT RECIRCULATED BUT APPENDIX I INCLUDES I-1 AND I-2) 

I-2 is where Hillside is considered- our opinion on these two- garbage in- garbage out but a start 

I-1, GEOTECHNICAL ADDENDUM TO UPDATE FAULTING AND SEISMICITY PORTION OF 
THE REFERENCED GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW OF UPDATED 
CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN 

I-2, ADDENDUM GEOTECHNICAL UPDATE TO FAULTING AND SEISMICITY PORTION OF 
THE REFERENCED GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND PRELIMINARY GRADING 
PLAN REVIEW FOR THE NORTHERLY AND SOUTHERLY WATER TANK SITES 

http://cityofmontebello.com/images/planning-community-development/2014-rdeir/2014-rdeir-vol4.zip 

These were never peer reviewed as required by the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act- SHMA attachment 
previously sent and is a related cause of action to a CEQA suit. 

In Today's news the same corrupt council that approved the EIR and MHSP just got their heads handed 
to them on their sales tax increase- actually a vote of no confidence.   

The developer wrote the DEIR as a glossy P.R. puff piece knowing the council would vote on anything 
without reading it. 

“EZFRISK analysis considers the Elsinore and Whittier Faults as one continuous fault capable of 
producing earthquakes with a higher moment magnitude (7.85).”   
EZFRISK got this one right – most on line sources don't 
but failed to do so for Puente Hills Thrust and omits San Andreas entirely 
It does not consider Source and Path Effects or headwall-footwall 
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Note the consultants did not use the then current CBC or ASCE 7 or latest NGA, etc 

But this is the only attempt of taking a look at Hillside effects at this time we know of. 

WE are not criticizing NMG, who we consider underfunded and put under unreasonable 
time constraints, but the developer and the City.   
A peer review would have uncovered the shortcomings and NMG could have fixed them. 

 see I-2 Appendix A for references  many are different than those previously sent 

(best to analyze as if a base isolated structure and not rely on AWWA for tanks). 
New Zealand, Japan, Tiawan and Europe all have better Tank standards  

Note the EIR took a swipe at Tanks but did not revisit the 100 foot tall retaining 
wall...Which Army Corps now shows has a multi foot subsidence near it's East end 
location... 
WE are really curious what a dynamic analysis would show for the mass behind the 
retaining wall acting on the wall given verified Sources and Paths and Site factors. 

Cheers 
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SO has Glendale adopted ASCE 7-16? 
If we are not mistaken CBC 2017 references ASCE 7-10 which is state of the art c.a. 1998 
If you have not adopted ASCE 7-16 we suggest serious consideron of... 

 INVESTIGATION OF AN IDENTIFIED SHORT-COMING IN THE SEISMIC 
DESIGN PROCEDURES OF ASCE 7-10 
AND 
DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS FOR ASCE 7-16 

 Prepared for:  
Building Seismic Safety Council  
National Institute of Building Sciences 
Washington, D.C.  

 Kircher & Associates 
Consulting Engineers  
Palo Alto, California  
March 15, 2015  

 INVESTIGATION OF AN IDENTIFIED SHORT-COMING IN THE SEISMIC DESIGN PROCEDURES OF 
ASCE 7-10  
Chapters 1-4 
then 
DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS FOR ASCE 7-16   (mostly accomplished) 
Chapters 5 & 6 

6.4 Recommendations for Improving Future Editions of ASCE 7 ........................ 6-24 

Professor Jonathan Stewart of the University of California at Los Angeles  can help you walk through 
the document.  

Once you get current you will notice that ASCE 7-16 does not cover directivity or near fault effects or 
basin edge/ shape effects although it takes a shot with a basin factor.  
The biggest thing it misses are PATH effects from the Seismic Source to the Site. 

we commented on hillside and hilltop amplification, under Topographical effects which also is not 
covered  
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November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

Dennis​ ​Joe,​ ​Case​ ​Planner 
Community​ ​Development​ ​Department,​ ​Planning​ ​Division​ ​Office 
633​ ​E.​ ​Broadway,​ ​Room​ ​103 
Glendale,​ ​CA​ ​91206 
via​ ​email ​ ​at​ ​djoe@glendaleca.gov 

Dear​ ​Mr​ ​Joe: 

As representative of the City of Los Angeles Council District 14, which includes the community               
of Eagle Rock, I am submitting comments in response to the Mitigated Negative Declaration              
[MND] proposed by the Glendale Water and Power [GWP] for a Biogas Renewable Generation              
Project​ ​[proposed​ ​project]. 

It is with great frustration and disappointment that this letter is being sent without an adequate                
dialogue between our neighboring cities regarding the Scholl Canyon landfill [landfill, or SCLF],             
the operation of which continues to negatively impact the community of Eagle Rock. GWP has               
failed to redress these historic and ongoing impacts and failed to engage its neighbors regarding               
plans and potential environmental improvements at the facility. Instead, while asserting the            
continued possibility of an ill-conceived, flawed and controversial proposal to expand the            
landfill, GWP has chosen to propose an additional industrial facility at the site, complete with               
four 40’ smoke stacks, 15-18 months of methane flaring during construction, unmitigated carbon             
monoxide emissions among other pollutants, hazardous materials in a fire-prone area, and the             
shifting of environmental impacts to Scholl Canyon from an existing facility five miles away.              
This proposal is being made without consideration of the interests of the community of Eagle               
Rock​ ​and​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Los​ ​Angeles. 

How is it possible that after our contentious dispute over the proposed expansion of the landfill                
GWP would propose a power plant at the site without informing the Council office or any of the                  
organizations or individuals who had made comments on the expansion proposal? My office and              
others have asserted our standing as interested parties in the operations and future of Scholl               
Canyon, and it is unfortunate that GWP has actively sought to minimize the participation of               
interested​ ​parties​ ​in​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​project ​ ​and​ ​in​ ​its​ ​environmental​ ​review. 
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2​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

This concern is validated by the letter from the Los Angeles County Department of Public               
Works, dated Oct. 10, 2017, which notes that even the County had not been properly informed                
about the MND, despite being the owner of the land on which the facility is proposed and being                  
a​ ​partner​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Joint​ ​Powers​ ​Authority​ ​that​ ​oversees​ ​the​ ​operation ​ ​of​ ​the​ ​landfill.  

GWP did provide a three-week addition to the comment period at my request. I appreciate this                
additional time. However, I remain insistent that a proper review period must provide             
opportunity for public discussion of the project. I am disappointed that GWP refused my request               
to present its proposal to a meeting in Eagle Rock and am astounded that it refused to hold any                   
community ​ ​meeting,​ ​even​ ​one​ ​in​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale.  

I also note that my staff had signed up for updates on the project‘s informational website,                
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com, but did not receive news relevant to public participation in           
the​ ​project, ​ ​such​ ​as​ ​the​ ​extensions​ ​of​ ​the​ ​public​ ​comment​ ​period. 

Public information and the opportunity for the public to provide input are fundamental             
expectations of the California Environmental Quality Act. GWP’s persistent impairment of           
public input calls into question the adequacy of the MND. A full Environmental Impact Report               
[EIR] would be appropriate to help rectify the inadequate public process, because it would              
provide more analysis and a structured, iterative process for the public to provide input on the                
project. 

Beyond the inadequate public process, I am concerned about specific elements of the proposal              
and the analysis presented in the MND. Numerous flaws in the analysis are cause to reject the                 
findings​ ​of​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​and​ ​to​ ​require​ ​a​ ​full​ ​EIR​ ​for​ ​the​ ​project.  

Piecemealing​ ​Improperly​ ​Evades​ ​Assessment ​ ​of​ ​Cumulative​ ​Impacts 

Section 3.19 of the MND confirms the inadequacy of the use of an MND as an environmental                 
review for the project, because it is being done in piecemeal fashion. Section 3.19 not only                
highlights GWP’s intention to propose additional related projects, for which the impacts are not              
assessed, it also notes the relationship of the Biogas Generation Project to the proposed              
repowering of the Grayson Power Plant which is undergoing a separate but simultaneous             
environmental​ ​review. 

The MND identifies two active proposals for the site, landfill expansion and a green waste               
digester, which have a direct bearing on the operations and impacts of a biogas generation               
facility, but it fails to provide a substantive evaluation of the cumulative impacts of these               
proposals. 

Expansion of the landfill [which the document appears to mislabel as the “Biogas Renewable              
Generation Project”] is being pursued. “The City is proposing to increase the life of the Scholl                
Canyon Landfill and is evaluating two alternative development scenarios to increase capacity of             
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3​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

the landfill with construction occurring from 2020 - 2040” [p 3.19.2]. Landfill expansion is the               
subject of a flawed Draft EIR, circulated in 2014, to which my office provided comments. My                
comments were submitted in August 2014 and have not yet been responded to. An expansion of                
the landfill can be expected to increase the amount of gas produced by the landfill and                
accordingly the amount of gas combustion in the proposed project. Neither environmental            
document appears to account for this substantive variable, despite real potential for landfill             
expansion​ ​to​ ​both​ ​increase ​ ​and​ ​elongate ​ ​the​ ​negative​ ​impacts ​ ​of​ ​gas​ ​combustion​ ​at​ ​the​ ​site.  

In addition to direct impacts of combustion, this omission fails to assess the range of potential                
impacts that an MND is supposed to consider. For example, the 2014 DEIR for Scholl Canyon                
Landfill expansion indicates a potential increased footprint by 13 acres. In the MND for the               
proposed project, however, biological and stormwater impacts are limited to the project area of              
2.2 acres. The MND does not adequately present or analyze these cumulative impacts and              
therefore​ ​underestimates ​ ​impacts. 

A “Green Waste Digester Project” is also being considered in isolation. “Use of green waste               
digesters which would produce methane for use as fuel in vehicles or for power production is                
being evaluated to meet the requirements of [state] law by 2020. The location of digesters, if                
used, has not been determined” [p 3.19.2]. A green waste digester may be expected to increase                
the amount of gas produced for combustion in the proposed project. The MND does not account                
for this or any other cumulative impacts that would result from the development of a digester                
project. 

Failure to Consider Together the Biogas Generation and the Grayson Power Plant            
Repowering​ ​Projects​ ​Results​ ​in​ ​Unmitigated​ ​Negative​ ​Impacts 

The proposed project is an enabling component of the Grayson Power Plant Repowering Project,              
in which “The City of Glendale is proposing to repower the existing Grayson Power Plant with                
construction planned for 2018 - 2020… and a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being               
prepared” [3.19.1 - 3.19.2]. The relationship is clear. GWP intends to develop the Grayson Plant               
free​ ​of​ ​landfill​ ​gas,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​project ​ ​enables​ ​that​ ​design.  

In so doing, environmental impacts are shifted from Grayson to Scholl Canyon, and likely even               
increased. Yet these impacts are analyzed in isolation and therefore considered below            
significance thresholds. As an example, the MND claims that geographic separation is sufficient             
to establish a lack of significance in categories of Aesthetics [3.19.2], Air Quality [3.19.3], Noise               
[3.19.5], and Transportation and Traffic [3.19.6]. However, by spreading these impacts across            
two​ ​projects,​ ​the​ ​overall​ ​impact​ ​may​ ​be​ ​greater. 

In practice, the Grayson project externalizes impacts onto another community, and by            
considering them in isolation, GWP fails to mitigate them. The following section on greenhouse              
gases​ ​provides​ ​a​ ​useful​ ​example. 
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4​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

Cumulative impacts are presented but are not compared to impacts that would be created if               
landfill gas continued to be combusted at Grayson. Without this comparison, the cumulative             
analysis in Section 3.19 cannot be fully understood or assessed by the public. Considering these               
projects in isolation is a fundamental flaw and a reason the MND is an insufficient               
environmental​ ​review. 

Greenhouse​ ​Gas​ ​Analysis​ ​Is​ ​Improper​ ​and​ ​Emissions​ ​Should​ ​Be​ ​Mitigated 

Greenhouse gas [GHG] emissions from landfill gas combustion are offloaded from Grayson            
Power​ ​Plant​ ​onto​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​project, ​ ​and​ ​as​ ​such​ ​are​ ​left​ ​unmitigated. 

The DEIR for the Grayson Power Plant states, “Landfill gas is currently piped from the Scholl                
Canyon Landfill to the Grayson Power Plant. However, by the time the [Grayson] Project is               
constructed, landfill gas will be retained and combusted at the Scholl Canyon Landfill. As a               
result, GHG emissions from the landfill gas combustion are not included in the baseline              
emissions inventory when determining the net GHG increase for the Grayson Repowering            
Project” ​ ​[DEIR,​ ​Table​ ​4-35,​ ​p​ ​4.5.6]. 

It further states that the Grayson Project “is required comply [sic] with the State cap and trade                 
program by reporting CO2e emissions from the Grayson Power Plant and acquiring allowances             
and​ ​offset​ ​credits​ ​to​ ​mitigate ​ ​100​ ​percent​ ​of​ ​GHG​ ​emissions”​ ​[DEIR,​ ​Table ​ ​4.37,​ ​p​ ​4.5.7]. 

In other words, GHG emissions at Grayson are being mitigated, but GHG emissions from landfill               
gas​ ​are​ ​considered​ ​the​ ​responsibility​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Biogas​ ​Generation​ ​project.  

Consequently, the increase of 4,806 MT/year of GHG emissions in the Biogas Generation             
project is not mitigated or offset, because the MND considers it below the threshold of               
significance. 

Furthermore, it appears that flaring is considered among the GHG baseline calculation but the              
promised 15-18 months of flaring during project construction is not included in the Net Increase               
of​ ​GHG​ ​Emissions​ ​[Section​ ​3.7.2]. 

The MND falsely claims that “As shown in table 3.7-2, there is a net decrease of GHG emissions                  
when comparing the potential of GHG emissions of the Proposed Project with historical GHG              
emissions from the existing equipment” [p 3.19.4]. In fact, table 3.7-3 shows a net increase,               
which​ ​is​ ​unmitigated​ ​and​ ​apparently​ ​underreported,​ ​as​ ​stated​ ​above.  

The MND also falsely claims that “the net increase is from GHG emissions due to facility                
occupancy related activities” [3.7.4]. In fact, occupants are calculated to be 52 of the 4,806               
MT/year​ ​net​ ​increase.  

The analysis of GHG emissions is a shell game, buffeted by false claims and inaccuracies, which                
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5​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

results​ ​in​ ​a​ ​failure​ ​to​ ​mitigate​ ​impacts ​ ​and​ ​is​ ​cause​ ​to​ ​reject​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​are​ ​require​ ​a​ ​full​ ​EIR. 

Air Pollution Is Not Adequately Mitigated and Air Pollution Credits/Offsets Should Not Be             
Presumed​ ​as​ ​a​ ​Project ​ ​Objective 

The MND’s Criteria Pollutant Emission Summary [Table 3.3-12, p 3.3.24] indicates a biased air              
quality analysis, which aims to obscure rather than mitigate significant impacts. It shows that the               
proposed project will exceed SCAQMD Mass Daily Significance Thresholds for four of the six              
Criteria Pollutants. However, it calculates credits/offsets to be purchased for or allocated to the              
project ​before ​concluding a level of significance. Instead, the level of significance should be              
determined according to the actual emissions, after which mitigations must be identified and             
incorporated ​ ​into​ ​the​ ​Mitigation​ ​Monitoring​ ​and​ ​Reporting​ ​Plan.  

In this case, the MND proposes to mitigate only two of the four offending pollutants ​for their                 
regional impact through credits/offsets. No mitigation is offered for carbon monoxide [CO] and             
particulate matter [PM 2.5], and no mitigation of ​local impacts are offered for any of the other                 
four pollutants. By definition, credits/offsets do not mitigate local impact; they are regional in              
scope.  

Rather than seek to reduce pollution, the MND simply resorts to an alternative analysis.              
“SCAQMD does not provide Priority Reserve offsets for CO or PM2.5 emissions. As such, daily               
emissions of these two pollutants are above the SCAQMD daily screening level mass emission              
significance thresholds. For these two pollutants, a more complex significance determination is            
made to demonstrate that emissions of CO and PM2.5 are also below significance thresholds” [p               
3.3.23​ ​-​ ​3.3.24]. 

I contend that the release of more than 900 pounds of carbon monoxide daily should be                
mitigated, but the MND makes no effort to identify strategies to filter or reduce these emissions.                
Alternatives should be presented and assessed that can reduce actual emissions at the smoke              
stack and not just through offsets--and certainly not through simply using “more complex” ways              
to​ ​obscure​ ​findings​ ​of​ ​significance. 

However, GWP’s reliance on offsets/credits instead of actual emissions reductions appears clear            
from the outset. One of the project objectives is to “Abandon the existing pipeline between the                
landfill and Grayson Power Plant, which would in turn allow the South Coast Air Quality               
Management District (SCAQMD) to make priority reserve offsets available and offsets would            
not​ ​have​ ​to​ ​be​ ​purchased​ ​on​ ​the​ ​open​ ​market” ​ ​[p​ ​1.2].  

This objective calls into question the need for the project. Three of the five project objectives as                 
presented in the MND can be met through the existing method of delivering landfill gas to the                 
Grayson Power Plant. The two that cannot be met are the self-fulfilling “Build an on-site power                
plant” and “Abandon the existing pipeline...to make priority reserve offsets available [so they             
don’t]​ ​have​ ​to​ ​be​ ​purchased​ ​on​ ​the​ ​open​ ​market.” 
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6​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

Given this context, it’s not clear that Priority Reserve credits should be presumed certain as               
presented in the MND. GWP must apply for Priority Reserve credits, and the SCAQMD shall               
have to consider the need for and public service from the proposed project. SCAQMD can be                
expected to note that the shifting of landfill gas away from Grayson Power Plant may contribute                
to an overbuilding of power supplies, as some contend is currently proposed by the Grayson               
Repowering Project, such that its maximum capacity appears intended to make power available             
for​ ​sale​ ​to​ ​the​ ​market​ ​beyond​ ​the​ ​local​ ​need​ ​of​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale.  

Alternatives​ ​Exist​ ​and​ ​Should​ ​Be​ ​Analyzed 

The proposal cannot be adequately assessed because the MND fails to examine potential             
alternatives. The failure to present alternatives also unnecessarily limits the potential mitigations            
that could be implemented to address impacts. This is yet another flaw that could be rectified in                 
an EIR. It is also further evidence that the improper separation of the Scholl Canyon Biogas                
project from the Grayson Power Plant EIR results in environmental impacts that would otherwise              
have​ ​to​ ​be​ ​mitigated ​ ​or​ ​that​ ​could​ ​be​ ​avoided. 

● There is no substantive discussion about the type of generating equipment that is            
proposed​ ​and​ ​whether​ ​other,​ ​cleaner ​ ​technologies​ ​are​ ​available.

● There is no substantive discussion about the possibility of burning the gas at the Grayson              
Power Plant, by either conditioning the gas at Scholl Canyon or at Grayson. It appears              
that existing equipment could be upgraded as necessary to do so. The project proposes to              
demolish “existing equipment owned and operated by GWP required to treat the LFG            
prior to sending it to the Grayson Power Plant” [Section 2.3.1, mislabeled as p 1.4]. It is                
presented as an assumption that the Grayson Power Plant should no longer accept landfill             
gas even though that project is still in the planning stages and its environmental review is               
not complete. Given the existence of a pipeline already sending gas to the plant, the              
benefits​ ​of​ ​continuing​ ​to​ ​do​ ​so​ ​must​ ​be​ ​evaluated.

● The proposal asserts a need to tap into the Gas Company’s gas line to augment the               
methane from the landfill, but there is no discussion about the potential to inject landfill              
gas from Scholl Canyon into the Gas Company’s line, thereby providing renewable fuel            
to​ ​the​ ​area’s​ ​gas​ ​supply​ ​without​ ​an​ ​increase​ ​in​ ​emissions.

● There is no discussion about whether it would be cleaner, more appropriate, and with             
fewer impacts to use the captured landfill gas as a transportation fuel, including to supply              
the fleets of natural gas trash trucks that visit the site. In failing to consider this               
alternative, the project predetermines without analysis the outcome of the Green Waste           
Digester Project “being evaluated” and “which would produce methane for use as fuel in             
vehicles ​ ​or​ ​for​ ​power​ ​production” ​ ​[p​ ​3.19.2].
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7​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

● The potential to adjust the location of the site to minimize impacts has not been analyzed,               
despite finding that the expansion of the site’s footprint has impacts that must be             
mitigated.

Flaring​ ​Is​ ​Falsely​ ​Presented​ ​as​ ​Unavoidable​ ​and​ ​Should​ ​Be​ ​Prevented 

The MND presents as inevitable that “During the 15-18 -month construction phase of Scholl              
Canyon Landfill Power Plant, the system piping landfill gas to GWP Grayson Power plant will               
be demolished; therefore, landfill gas will be combusted in the existing flare system at Scholl               
Canyon to control fugitive VOC and methane emissions” [p 3.3.19]. In fact, these wasteful              
flaring emissions could be avoided if the project proponent were to take seriously its              
responsibility​ ​to​ ​reduce​ ​and​ ​mitigate​ ​emissions.  

The project proposes to demolish “existing equipment owned and operated by GWP required to              
treat the LFG prior to sending it to the Grayson Power Plant” [Section 2.3.1, mislabeled as p                 
1.4]. Demolition does not appear to be essential to the construction of the Biogas facility, given                
that it is only being “restored to hard-packed dirt” [p 3.18.6]. The piping is to be “abandoned in                  
place” [p 3.10.1, et al]. Flaring could be avoided by appropriately scheduling these two activities               
[demolition and abandonment] so that they occur only after the generation plant is constructed              
and​ ​before​ ​the​ ​Grayson​ ​Plant​ ​is​ ​fully​ ​repowered.  

Noise​ ​Impacts​ ​Are​ ​Improperly​ ​Dismissed​ ​and​ ​Should​ ​Be​ ​Mitigated 

The MND makes conflicting statements regarding noise pollution: “There could be an overlap of              
noise sources from the Proposed Project, the proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project             
and the digester project (if located at the landfill) that could cumulatively affect a nearby               
sensitive receptor.” In defiance of the concept of a cumulative analysis, the MND then claims               
that “The Proposed Project would not have cumulatively considerable noise impacts” [p 3.19.5]             
and​ ​proceeds​ ​to​ ​deem​ ​the​ ​impact ​ ​Less​ ​Than​ ​Significant. 

While the potential for cumulative impacts resulting from a combination with the Scholl Canyon              
Landfill expansion is explicit, the MND does not reflect on the analysis of noise that exists as                 
part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​SCLF​ ​expansion​ ​DEIR. 

In that analysis, the only City of L.A. site measured was “approximately 80 feet west of the edge                  
of Scholl Canyon Access Road along North Figueroa Street.... at a similar distance from the               
Scholl Canyon Access Road as the nearby homes” [SCLF Expansion DEIR, 6-10-14]. This site              
registered the highest noise impacts, however, the MND selected other Los Angeles residences             
to​ ​represent​ ​noise​ ​impacts. 

Notably, and consistent with the findings of the Expansion DEIR, it is a City of Los Angeles                 
residence​ ​that​ ​​ ​recorded​ ​the​ ​highest​ ​noise​ ​levels​ ​in​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​[p​ ​3.12.6]. 
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8​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

Noise, as one of the “Environmental Factors Analyzed Cumulatively” is an example of the              
improper application of cumulative analyses in the MND, which adds to the inadequacy of the               
MND. While negative impacts compound due to proposed projects at the site, the MND              
dismisses components of each project instead of mitigating them. In the example of noise, the               
impacts of the proposed project are disregarded as relatively small; the impacts from the green               
waste digester are disregarded as not having been studied; and the impacts of the proposed               
expansion are simply disregarded without cause or discussion despite being a topic of a              
purportedly​ ​active ​ ​EIR​ ​process.  

This facetious approach to cumulative analysis is cause to reject the MND and should be               
rectified ​ ​through​ ​a​ ​more​ ​comprehensive ​ ​analysis​ ​in​ ​a​ ​full​ ​EIR. 

Area residents are already suffering noise impacts from the landfill and trucks associated with              
landfill operations. These impacts are ignored and instead must be mitigated through immediate,             
specific actions, including to address additional traffic and truck noise during construction of the              
proposed​ ​project. 

Aesthetics​ ​Impacts​ ​Are​ ​Not​ ​Adequately​ ​Presented,​ ​Analyzed​ ​or​ ​Mitigated 

The MND states “The tallest features will be approximately 40 ft (four exhaust stacks)              
aboveground​ ​surface”​ ​[sic],​ ​which​ ​is​ ​taller ​ ​than​ ​any​ ​existing​ ​equipment ​ ​at​ ​the​ ​site​ ​[p​ ​3.1.10]. 

In the sole view from property in the City of Los Angeles provided in the document, “Existing                 
site​ ​trailers ​ ​are​ ​visible​ ​along​ ​ridgeline” ​ ​[Photo​ ​2,​ ​p​ ​3.1.6].  

Despite being the only view from the Los Angeles side of the site, Photo 2 refutes both                 
arguments made in the MND that there will be no impact. First, the MND dismisses the potential                 
aesthetic impact by saying that “The Proposed Project would be consistent with the industrial              
character” of the existing facility. Second, the MND claims that “due to natural features between               
the Proposed Project site and public viewing areas, the Project would not likely be visible” [p                
3.1.10]. 

The analysis can’t have it both ways. The site cannot be aesthetically of both “industrial               
character” and “natural features.” In either case, the analysis understates the impact. The exhaust              
stacks are far taller than existing equipment, greatly magnifying any industrial character, and             
given that smaller trailers are already visible against an otherwise natural setting, the proposed              
project ​ ​will​ ​have​ ​a​ ​significant​ ​visual​ ​impact ​ ​which​ ​must​ ​be​ ​mitigated.  

The presentation of only one viewpoint from the City of Los Angeles is inadequate and is                
insufficient to provide a complete impression of the Proposed Project. Without further            
information,​ ​the​ ​public​ ​is​ ​unable​ ​to​ ​adequately ​ ​assess​ ​the​ ​potential ​ ​impacts ​ ​of​ ​the​ ​project. 

109-44

109-45

109-46

109-47

109-48

109-49

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line
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In particular, a proper analysis should have assessed views from additional locations, including             
at a minimum: hillside streets and homes, including those south of Colorado Blvd; the              
Alatorre-Eagle Rock Park adjacent to Scholl Canyon Road; and the popular public walking trail              
on the hillside adjacent to the Eagle Rock Historic Cultural Monument. From these views, a               
graphic representation of the Proposed Project should have been presented to show the scale of               
impact​ ​in​ ​comparison​ ​to​ ​existing​ ​equipment​ ​that​ ​is​ ​already​ ​visible.  

With respect to light and glare, the claims of the analysis are again contradicted by even the                 
limited factual information presented. The MND claims “The incremental amount of light and             
glare generated by the Proposed Project would be minimal... because the Project site is located in                
a portion of the existing landfill that is negligibly visible from public viewing locations.              
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant” [p 3.19.2]. As discussed above, the existing              
landfill is visible, and there is no supporting evidence provided that the light or glare will in fact                  
be​ ​“negligibly ​ ​visible,” ​ ​whatever​ ​that​ ​means. 

The MND claims minimal light and glare “due to the design measures incorporated into the               
Project” [p 3.1.10]. For this claim to be enforceable, design measures should be included in the                
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, with specific measurable limits on off-site glare.            
Without the establishment of these design elements as mitigation measures, GWP is simply             
asking that the landfill’s neighbors accept a promise that light and glare won’t have a significant                
impact​ ​and​ ​will​ ​be​ ​“negligibly​ ​visible.” 

Impacted​ ​Schools​ ​and​ ​Residents​ ​Are​ ​Not​ ​Properly ​ ​Identified​ ​or​ ​Analyzed 

The failure to properly identify those impacted by the project further undermines the credibility              
of​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​and​ ​underestimates​ ​the​ ​potential​ ​to​ ​impact​ ​sensitive​ ​populations.  

The MND states, “The nearest school, Eagle Rock Elementary School, is located approximately             
1.5 miles to the southwest of the of the Project site. Therefore, no impacts would occur” [p                 
3.8.10]. 

This is simply not accurate. PUC Cals, located at 7350 N. Figueroa St., Eagle Rock Montessori                
School, located at 1439 Colorado Blvd., and Dahlia Heights Elementary, located at 5063             
Floristan Ave., are a mile from the project. Rockdale Elementary, located at 1303 Yosemite Dr.,               
St. Dominic’s School located 2005 Merton Ave., and Eagle Rock Junior/Senior High School,             
located​ ​at​ ​1750​ ​Yosemite​ ​Dr.,​ ​are​ ​all​ ​located ​ ​within​ ​1.5​ ​miles​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Proposed​ ​project.  

The MND states, “The nearest non-residential sensitive receptor, which is Eagle Rock            
Elementary School, is located more than one and a half mile to the southeast of the Project” [p                  
3.3.44]. Again, this statement is not accurate. The Eagle Rock Child Care Center, located at 1102                
Eagle ​ ​Vista​ ​Dr.,​ ​is​ ​located​ ​0.8​ ​miles​ ​from​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​Project​ ​site.  

The MND references the closest elderly care facilities as “approximately five to eight miles to               

109-50

109-51

109-52

109-53

109-54

109-55

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line



10​ ​–​ ​Councilman​ ​Huizar​ ​re​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Biogas​ ​MND,​ ​November​ ​8,​ ​2017 

the west from the Project site” [p 3.8.5]. Once again, this is not accurate. Solheim Senior                
Community, located at 2236 Merton Ave., as one example, is only 1.5 miles from the proposed                
Project.  

Furthermore, in section 3.13.1, the MND references the nearby residential communities that may             
be affected by the project. It lists the Glendale communities of Glenoaks Canyon             
(“approximately 0.5 acres directly west of the SCLF”) and the Chevy Chase neighborhood (0.85              
mile from the proposed project) It also references the community of Linda Vista in the City of                 
Pasadena (0.5 miles for the proposed project). However, it does not mention the residents that               
live on the 7600 block of North Figueroa Street (0.85 miles from the proposed project) who will                 
experience the largest impact from project construction because all vehicles must pass by this              
block​ ​to​ ​access​ ​the​ ​landfill.  

These glaring errors are cause for a more thorough evaluation of the project through a full EIR.                 
They also appear to be a symptom of the systematic disregard of stakeholders in the City of Los                  
Angeles throughout the process. If GWP is unable to identify nearby residents, senior centers,              
child care facilities, and schools, how can the public be assured that it is properly accounting for                 
impacts? It is further evidence of the lack of consideration given to nearby residents and               
stakeholders throughout the environmental review process and of the need for a more thorough              
review. 

Historic ​ ​Resources​ ​in​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​Are​ ​Ignored 

The Proposed Project is nearby at least two Historic Cultural Monuments in Los Angeles: the               
Eagle Rock Monument and the Eagle Rock Recreation Center. At the base of the Eagle Rock                
Monument is a popular hiking trail, the Eagle Rock Canyon Trail, located less than a mile from                 
the proposed project. The Eagle Rock Recreation Center, designed by famed California architect             
Richard Neutra, blends both indoor and outdoor space to cool the building. It is actively used for                 
children ​ ​and​ ​teen​ ​sports.  

The MND, however, makes no mention of these historic resources. Both are located close to the                
proposed project and, as outdoor spaces, are particularly susceptible to negative impacts of air              
quality, noise and visual impacts, in addition to the cumulative impacts of the proposed project               
on top of ongoing negative impacts from the landfill’s operation. These impacts are not              
considered. The project should consider and establish appropriate mitigations to protect these            
Historic​ ​Cultural​ ​Monuments. 

Stormwater​ ​Analysis​ ​Is​ ​Inaccurate 

The MND claims that “The Proposed Project footprint would represent an approximately            
2.2-acre expansion over the existing facility.” It continues that accounting for existing equipment             
on 0.33 acre decreases “the area of effective expansion to approximately 1.66 acres.” The math               
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does not add up, in yet another example of sloppy analyses that undermine the credibility of the                 
document’s​ ​claims. 

In addition, it is not supported that the 0.33 acres should be subtracted from the area of concern.                  
The MND says the 0.33 acres “would be restored to hard-packed dirt to match the surrounding                
ground surface within the project footprint,” but that does not necessarily equate to reduced              
stormwater impacts [p 3.18.5 - 3.18.6]. In fact, it is further evidence that the document fails to                 
seek appropriate mitigations for its impacts. A more comprehensive analysis might identify            
acreage that could be restored not to hard-packed dirt to match the surrounding landfill but to                
native ​ ​habitat​ ​to​ ​match​ ​the​ ​surrounding​ ​natural ​ ​landscape. 

Further discussion of temporary stormwater systems is necessary. “Stormwater flow from the            
Project area will either be routed to the existing storm drains within the existing project footprint,                
the new catch basin, or into temporary energy dissipating structures or silt traps, all of which                
ultimately drain in to the active landfill’s permanent drainage system” [p 3.18.5]. It is unclear               
how significant the temporary structures are to accommodating stormwater needs, how           
temporary​ ​these​ ​are,​ ​and​ ​how​ ​their​ ​capacity ​ ​will​ ​be​ ​provided​ ​when​ ​they​ ​are​ ​no​ ​longer​ ​employed.  

Emergency​ ​Response​ ​Plans​ ​Are​ ​Inadequate​ ​and​ ​as​ ​such​ ​Place ​ ​Burden​ ​on​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​L.A. 

The MND states, “Wildland fires (wildfires) can occur in open spaces containing a mixture of               
flammable and nonflammable vegetation cover. The native areas surrounding the active landfill            
operation area are vulnerable to wildfires due to the steep topography, highly flammable scrub              
vegetation and limited access for firefighting. The County Fire Department has published Fire             
Hazard Severity Zone Maps for the City and has listed the Project site, as shown on Tile 4 of                   
these​ ​maps,​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Very​ ​High​ ​Fire​ ​Hazard​ ​Zone”​ ​[p​ ​3.8.5] 

The MND lists the first responder to a fire at the Proposed Project Site as the nearest Glendale                  
Fire Department, Station 23, located at 3303 E Chevy Chase Drive, which is approximately 5               
miles from the Proposed Project. However, with the primary access road to the project located in                
Los Angeles a large scale event would likely enlist the City of Los Angeles as the first responder.                  
Los Angeles has three fire stations located in Northeast Los Angeles within three miles of the                
Proposed​ ​Project:​ ​2021​ ​Colorado​ ​Blvd.,​ ​4455​ ​York​ ​Blvd.,​ ​and​ ​5921​ ​N.​ ​Figueroa​ ​St.  

The fire hazard is exacerbated by the proposed project in that “GWP plans to store only up to                  
3,000 gallons of aqueous ammonia” [p 3.8.10], along with “an approximately 2,000-gallon lube             
oil storage tank, as well as a 3,000-gallon capacity waste oil storage tank,” and “Waste oil                
contained​ ​in​ ​55​ ​gallon​ ​barrels...​ ​located​ ​throughout​ ​the​ ​facility” ​ ​[p​ ​3.8.8].  

Despite having parks, schools, residences, critical infrastructure, and child care facilities located            
in proximity to the Proposed Project, the MND fails to present any credible emergency response               
plan in case of a large scale event. Such an event would certainly draw on City of Los Angeles                   
resources​ ​and​ ​preparedness​ ​of​ ​these​ ​resources​ ​should​ ​be​ ​accounted​ ​for​ ​in​ ​a​ ​mitigation ​ ​plan.  

109-60

109-61

109-62

109-63

109-64

109-65

109-66

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line
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My office stands ready to assist GWP in coordinating with the City of Los Angeles to develop an                  
appropriate emergency response plan, which should also include the County of Los Angeles and              
which​ ​should​ ​be​ ​considered​ ​as​ ​part​ ​of​ ​a​ ​more​ ​comprehensive​ ​analysis​ ​in​ ​a​ ​full​ ​EIR. 

Mitigation​ ​of​ ​Biological​ ​Impacts​ ​Is​ ​Inadequate 

Biological impacts are the only impacts for which the MND establishes mitigations, and these              
“mitigations” appear merely to be standard attempts to avoid impacts. GWP should approach the              
question of mitigation more broadly. There is opportunity to not only attempt to avoid impact but                
to make positive impacts through mitigation, something that can help address the cumulative,             
historic​ ​and​ ​ongoing​ ​negative​ ​impacts ​ ​of​ ​the​ ​existing​ ​landfill.  

For example, since undisturbed habitat is being disturbed, GWP should provide habitat            
restoration nearby. The document states, “It is likely that the ridgelines on and off the SCLF                
property would serve as the principal wildlife movement and dispersal corridors for most species              
found on or in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Project, and species will not need to cross                  
through open, disturbed areas of the SCLF” [p 3.4.21]. While there is no support provided for                
this claim, if GWP wishes to assert it, GWP could and should help ensure it. To encourage                 
species to use areas outside the active areas of SCLF, GWP should use mitigation to expand,                
through replanting and restoration, an amount of unbroken area that is hospitable to wildlife              
movement.  

More in-depth analysis and project planning is necessary to ensure appropriate mitigation of             
biological​ ​impacts ​ ​and​ ​should​ ​be​ ​provided​ ​through​ ​a​ ​full​ ​EIR. 

Mitigations​ ​Are​ ​Insufficient​ ​and​ ​Must​ ​Be​ ​Expanded 

The MND offers minimal and insufficient mitigation, as discussed above. While the document             
attempts in many places to reassure the public that impacts will be managed or reduced by                
project design, these assurances are hollow unless incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring            
and​ ​Reporting​ ​Plan​ ​[Section​ ​4].  

There is a historic lack of mitigation of the negative impacts of the landfill on Los Angeles and                  
Eagle Rock; Eagle Rock bears the brunt of negative impacts while Glendale reaps the benefits of                
the landfill. The imbalance of cost and benefit to Los Angeles is exacerbated by the fact that                 
Scholl Canyon and the proposed project are sources of revenue for the City of Glendale and by                 
the MND’s failure to consider impacts on sites in L.A., including schools, historic monuments,              
recreational​ ​amenities, ​ ​and​ ​aesthetic​ ​reference​ ​points.  

Therefore a robust and more expansive approach to mitigations is required in order to properly               
address the apparent attempt by GWP to further industrialize the site with a power plant and a                 
green​ ​waste​ ​digester,​ ​all​ ​the​ ​while​ ​continuing ​ ​to​ ​threaten ​ ​landfill ​ ​expansion.  
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Expanded mitigations, in addition to what has been suggested above and to those that would               
result​ ​from​ ​a​ ​more​ ​comprehensive ​ ​environmental​ ​analysis,​ ​could​ ​include​ ​but​ ​are​ ​not​ ​limited​ ​to: 

1. Rejection ​ ​of​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​landfill​ ​expansion;

2. Establishing a mitigation fund and directing a portion of it to the City of Los Angeles for                
use​ ​in​ ​addressing​ ​local ​ ​impacts ​ ​such​ ​as​ ​street​ ​repair;

3. Specific plans to reduce off-site impacts on City of Los Angeles residents and businesses             
that are affected by waste hauling trucks that use local streets as access roads, including              
but not necessarily limited to impacts related to traffic, litter, noise and environmental            
quality;

4. Mitigating the noise level from trucks using the 134 freeway by setting aside landfill             
revenue​ ​to​ ​fund​ ​a​ ​sound​ ​wall​ ​along​ ​the​ ​134​ ​above​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock;

5. Structuring tipping fees to encourage clean-fuel vehicles. Additional fees on dirtier          
vehicles ​ ​could​ ​be​ ​used​ ​to​ ​subsidize​ ​a​ ​transition ​ ​to​ ​cleaner​ ​fuels;

6. Increasing​ ​native ​ ​habitat​ ​and​ ​enhancing ​ ​wildlife ​ ​corridors;

7. Improved access to the Glendale Hills Trail for Eagle Rock residents. Currently the trail             
ends at the fence line on the western side of the landfill. Expanding the trail such that it                 
allows hikers to continue beyond the landfill would allow a connection to the Eagle Rock              
Canyon​ ​Trail​ ​and​ ​other​ ​recreational ​ ​amenities.

Conclusion 

Though City of Los Angeles businesses and residents are not allowed access to the landfill and                
will not directly benefit from the power produced by the proposed project, the City, its residents                
and businesses are stakeholders in the proposal. As immediate neighbors to the landfill, potential              
impacts of environmental quality, hazards and emergency response have a direct relationship to             
the City of Los Angeles. The only active entrance to the site is through the City of Los Angeles.                   
This access point is adjacent to homes, schools, a childcare facility, a major City park, and                
historic cultural monuments – all in the City of Los Angeles. As such, City stakeholders bear a                 
significant​ ​burden​ ​from​ ​the​ ​operation​ ​of​ ​the​ ​landfill.  

Contrary to the MND’s assertion, its analysis does not consider “incremental effects of the              
Proposed Project in connection with effects from past, current, and probable future projects” [p              
3.19.1]. The MND fails to acknowledge that cumulative impacts exist from the existing and              
ongoing negative impacts of the landfill operation. Adding insult to injury, the impacts of the               
proposed​ ​project​ ​are​ ​almost​ ​entirely​ ​unmitigated.  
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The MND is flawed and inadequate. The analysis is improperly piecemealed from other             
proposed industrial activity at the site, the proposed expansion, and the Grayson Power Plant.              
Alternatives are not examined. Cumulative analyses are flawed as are those of greenhouse gases,              
air quality, aesthetics, noise, stormwater and biological impacts. The proposal fails to provide             
adequate emergency planning. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan is far too narrow             
to be enforced and to provide assurance to the public. Sensitive populations are improperly              
identified, key stakeholders have been ignored, and public participation has been actively            
discouraged. 

For these reasons and based on the inadequacies and flaws pervasive throughout the MND, I               
urge GWP to reject the the findings of the MND and to begin a more comprehensive and                 
inclusive ​ ​analysis​ ​through​ ​a​ ​full​ ​EIR. 

Sincerely, 

JOSE​ ​HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER,​ ​DISTRICT​ ​14 
CITY​ ​OF​ ​LOS​ ​ANGELES  

cc: Glendale ​ ​Mayor​ ​Vartan​ ​Gharpetian 
Councilmember ​ ​Ara​ ​Najarian 
Councilmember ​ ​Paula​ ​Devine 
Councilmember ​ ​Zareh​ ​Sinanyan 
Councilmember ​ ​Vrej​ ​Agajanian 
GWP​ ​Commission​ ​President​ ​Manuel​ ​C.​ ​Camargo 
GWP​ ​Commissioner ​ ​Terry​ ​Chan 
GWP​ ​Commissioner ​ ​Sarojini​ ​Lall 
GWP​ ​Commissioner ​ ​Hrand​ ​Avanessian 
GWP​ ​Commissioner ​ ​Matthew​ ​Hale 
Stephen​ ​Zurn,​ ​Director,​ ​GWP  
April​ ​M.​ ​Fitzpatrick,​ ​Assistant​ ​General​ ​Manager,​ ​GWP 
Maurice​ ​Oillataguerre,​ ​Environmental ​ ​Program​ ​Administrator,​ ​GWP 
Los​ ​Angeles​ ​County​ ​Supervisor​ ​Hilda​ ​Solis  
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From: Arin Rao
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov; president@tera90041.org; EAPD.LA@gmail.com
Subject: Glendale Gas Plant and Scholl Dump
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 6:52:18 PM

Dear Dennis Joe,

I am writing to express my strong concern and opposition to the building of a gas plant at Scholl Dump. Our
children’s health is at stake.

I am a long time Glendale resident and feel that this will have a very negative impact on our community.

Sincerely,
Arin Rao
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From: rc
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Cc: president@tera90041.org; eapd.la@gmail.com
Subject: Concerns regarding plans to build a gas plant at Scholl Canyon Landfill
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 2:54:45 PM

Dennis Joe
Municipal Services Building
Room 103
633 East Broadway
Glendale, California
91206-4386

Mr. Joe:

I am a homeowner in the Eagle Rock neighborhood of Los Angeles.  I live on Dahlia Drive,
between Hill Drive and Colorado Boulevard.  I am writing to express my serious concerns
about Glendale's plans to proceed with building a new gas plant at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill.  My family and I live near the landfill and I am deeply worried about potential
harmful negative effects the new plant may produce.  I am especially concerned that Glendale
has not taken into consideration the effects this plant will have on air quality and the safety
hazard the plant will pose to communities that neighbor Glendale, such as my neighborhood.  

I strongly believe that we should not locate a highly combustible experimental Anaerobic
Digestion Facility and Power Plant at Scholl Landfill, right in the middle of residential
neighborhoods. Methane should be generated, stored, and converted in an industrial area,
instead of our backyards. We certainly don't want Glendale or Eagle Rock to become the next
Porter Ranch.

Sincerely,
Ashfaq (Ron) Chowdhury
5201 Dahlia Drive.
Los Angeles, CA 90041
323-947-4690 
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From: Adrineh Zarokian
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov; Devine, Paula; zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov; Vartan Gharpetian;

vagajanian@glendaleca.gov; anajarian@glendaleca.gov
Subject: Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MDN, Scholl Canyon Landfill
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 7:56:44 PM

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Dennis Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.  I am concerned about the impacts listed below and request that all
proposed projects at Scholl Canyon Landfill be placed on immediate hold and an Independent
third party be hired to study the cumulative health and environmental impacts of Scholl
Canyon Landfill, proposed Power Generators and Anaerobic Digestion Facility. 

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only. The Scholl Canyon Landfill, in its current state, is already exceeding
the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions. In this day and age, the City of
Glendale should be aiming for projects which would reduce emissions, NOT increase them. 

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and
other proposed projects. A study must be done to factor in the CUMULATIVE effects of the
landfill and all proposed projects at the Scholl Canyon Landfill site. 

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines combined with methane flaring bring the risk of fire and
explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that
is deemed a "Very High Fire Hazard Zone" by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of
California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of
fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the
hills in this Very High Fire Hazard Zone. What happens if the area surrounding the water tank
is on fire, deeming it impossible to reach the water tank? How does the City of Glendale
propose to protect the residents and Elementary School students in the immediate vicinity of
Scholl Canyon Landfill during such a probable catastrophe?
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2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have
very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a
major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. How does the City of Glendale propose to
address this situation?

Geology

1. There are several earthquake fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.
There

are no proposed mitigation from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City and this MND report have not taken into account the cumulative health and
environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility and the subsequent Scholl Canyon Landfill expansion. The cumulative effects of all
three on human health and the environment must be studied. To ignore the cumulative impacts
is a dishonest and misleading tactic, one that leads City of Glendale residents and neighboring
residents to mistrust our Glendale City Government. 

On behalf of CFLA, Coalition for Landfill Alternatives, I request that all proposed projects at
Scholl Canyon Landfill be placed on immediate hold and an Independent third party be hired
to study the cumulative health and environmental impacts of Scholl Canyon Landfill,
proposed Power Generators and Anaerobic Digestion Facility. 

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Audry Zarokian

CFLA, President

818-731-2105
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From: barrett cooke
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov; president@tera90041.org
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:50:16 PM

As an Eagle Rock resident I am STRONGLY against the plans to add a gas plant to the already
blight-ful dump in Glendale.  Please do not put your backyard waste and hazards in our front
yard.  Not only is it un-neighborly, it is dangerous for us.  

Thank you,
Barrett Cooke
90041

114

114-1

114-2

mailto:bhcooke@hotmail.com
mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov
mailto:president@tera90041.org
chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle

chulbert
Line



From: Carrie Hansen
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Subject: No Scholl dump expansion!
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:36:12 PM

Mr Joe,

I'm writing to express my extreme displeasure to hear about Glendale's plans to expand the Scholl landfill. This will
impact Eagle Rock disproportionately, ruining a lovely community with Glendale's garbage. I am opposed to any
expansion efforts that will impact the city of Los Angeles and Eagle Rock. Find a spot in Glendale - with access
through Glendale! - and let your residents face their own waste.

Thank you,

Carrie Hansen
Los Angeles, 90041
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MARK PESTRELLA, Director

November 9, 2017

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100

http://dpw.lacounty.gov

Mr. Dennis Joe
City of Glendale
Community Development Department, Planning Division
633 East Broadway
Glendale, California 91206-4386

Dear Mr. Joe:

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

I N REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: EP-5

SCHOLL CANYON LANDFILL
BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
COMMENTS ON DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (Public Works) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
for the City of Glendale's proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation
Project (Project). The comment period for this MND was set to run from August 31, 2017,
through September 30, 2017, and was subsequently extended to November 9, 2017.

Background

The Project consists of the construction and operation of a 12-megawatt power
generation facility to be located at Scholl Canyon Landfill (Landfill) property. The Project
involves new construction activity on approximately 2.2 acres of land, including the
proposed power plant facility, natural gas pipeline, water pipeline, and two water tanks.
Gas generated and collected at the Landfill will be used as fuel for the proposed power
generation facility.

The purpose of the Project is to beneficially utilize the renewable landfill gas as fuel to
generate electricity on-site instead of transferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant.
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Mr. Dennis Joe
November 9, 2017
Page 2

The Landfill site occupies 535 acres with portions owned by the City of Glendale, County
of Los Angeles, and by Southern California Edison Company. The Project will be located
on land owned by the County. The Landfill is owned and operated through a Joint Powers
Agreement between the City, County, and County Sanitation Districts. Regional access
to the Landfill is from the Ventura Freeway (State Route 134) at the Figueroa Street exit.

Specific Comments

Public Works has reviewed the Draft Initial Study/MND dated July 31, 2017, prepared by
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., for the City of Glendale, and offers the following
comments:

Section 2.5.2 - Phase II, Site Grading and Construction, Page 1.12

• The Draft Initial Study/MND does not address how the Landfill would manage
dust pollution resulting from the stockpiling of 20,000 CY of soil (for future use)
from the grading excavation activities.

Section 3.3.2 - Air Quality Impact Analysis, Construction Impacts due to Landfill Gas
Combustion, Page 3.3.19

• The Draft Initial Study/MND does not address the potential odor nuisance that
could occur during construction when the existing Landfill gas pipeline to the
Grayson Power Plant is capped and the gases are diverted to the existing flare
system as well as the measures that would be put in place to control fugitive
VOC and methane emissions.

Section 3.12 — Noise

• The Draft Initial Study/MND does not discuss the rationale behind the selection
of the six representative sensitive receptors and the location of receptor R1 in
particular (Figure 3.12-1).

• The draft initial study/MND does not identify the source for the following data:
o "Presumed Ambient Noise Level (dBA)" (Table 3.12-4)
o "Facility Noise" and "Combined Noise Ambient + Facility"
(Table 3.12-5)

• The discussion of noise impact thresholds does not provide a basis for the use
of the factors selected.
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Mr. Dennis Joe
November 9, 2017
Page 3

Section 3.16 Transportation and Traffic

Per the City of Glendale's website, there are three currently proposed projects
at the Landfill: the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, the BioGas
Renewable Energy Facility Project, and the Anaerobic Digestion Facility
Project. These projects would utilize the same hauling routes, access roads,
and feeder roads and will potentially be operating at the same time. The Draft
I nitial Study/MND does not discuss or analyze the combined impact of these
projects on the traffic patterns at the entrance and the adjacent surrounding
communities.

Section 3.8.2 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, operations and Maintenance,
Page 3.8.9

• The Draft Initial Study/MND does not address potential hazards arising from
the presence of methane, carbon dioxide, and other gases during construction
activities as well as measures that would be put in place to address those
hazards.

For questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Martin Aiyetiwa of Environmental
Programs Division, Landfills Section, at (626) 458-3553 or maiyetAdpw.lacounty.qov.

Very truly yours,

MARK PESTRELLA
Director of Public Works

PHIL K. DOUDAR
Assistant Deputy Director
Environmental Programs Division

ND:td
P:\eppub\Secfinal\EP-5 Landfills12017 Folder\Letters\Comments on MND.docx

cc: Chief Executive Office (Bradford Bolger, Al Tizani)
County Counsel (Julia Weissman)
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Grace Robinson Hyde)
Glendale City Attorney (Dorine Martirosian)
Lewis Brisbois Law Office (Claire Hervey Collins)
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From: Emily Simon
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Subject: Opposing Scholl Canyon
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 4:06:17 PM

Dear Mr. Joe, 

As a mother raising a child in Eagle Rock, I cannot speak strongly enough against the
Gas Plant at Scholl Dump.  It is already literally poisoning our neighborhood, and now
we're setting it up to - again, literally - explode.

A gas-powered plant in that location WILL end in disaster that you could have
prevented.

Please do your part to keep us safe.

Thank you, 

Emily Simon
Eagle Rock resident
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EAGLE​ ​ROCK 
NEIGHBORHOOD​ ​COUNCIL 

Lisa​ ​Kable​ ​Blanchard,​ ​President 
Cyndi​ ​Otteson,​ ​Vice​ ​President 

Miry​ ​Whitehill,​ ​Treasurer 
Matt​ ​Hemingway,​ ​Secretary 

Pat​ ​Niessen,​ ​Communications 
David​ ​Greene,​ ​Immediate​ ​Past 

President 

CITY​ ​OF 
LOS​ ​ANGELES 

CALIFORNIA 

Eric​ ​Garcetti 
MAYOR 

P.O.​ ​Box​ ​41652 
Los​ ​Angeles,​ ​CA​ ​90041 

www.ernc.la 
info@ernc.la 

November​ ​9,​ ​2017 

Councilmember​ ​José​ ​Huizar 
200​ ​Spring​ ​St. 
Los​ ​Angeles,​ ​CA​ ​90012 

cc:​ ​Dennis​ ​Joe,​ ​Case​ ​Planner 
Community​ ​Development​ ​Department,​ ​Planning​ ​Division​ ​Office 
633​ ​E.​ ​Broadway,​ ​Room​ ​103 
Glendale,​ ​CA​ ​91206 
djoe@glendaleca.gov 

Dear​ ​Councilmember​ ​Huizar, 

The​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock​ ​Neighborhood​ ​Council​ ​(ERNC),​ ​which​ ​represents​ ​over​ ​45,000​ ​stakeholders​ ​in​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Los 
Angeles,​ ​objects​ ​to​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale’s​ ​Mitigated​ ​Negative​ ​Declaration​ ​for​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​biogas​ ​plant​ ​at​ ​the 
Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​landfill.​ ​We​ ​concur​ ​with​ ​you​ ​that​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​is​ ​flawed​ ​and​ ​inadequate,​ ​and​ ​that​ ​public​ ​participation 
has​ ​been​ ​actively​ ​discouraged.​ ​Our​ ​objections​ ​include: 

- There​ ​was​ ​no​ ​public​ ​meeting​ ​held​ ​in​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​to​ ​provide​ ​information​ ​about​ ​and​ ​take​ ​public 
comment​ ​on​ ​the​ ​MND,​ ​even​ ​though​ ​most​ ​of​ ​the​ ​negative​ ​impacts​ ​from​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​project​ ​will​ ​affect 
Eagle​ ​Rock​ ​residents.​ ​It​ ​is​ ​incomprehensible​ ​that​ ​as​ ​the​ ​Lead​ ​Agency,​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale​ ​would​ ​provide 
no​ ​opportunity​ ​for​ ​input​ ​to​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​stakeholders​ ​on​ ​an​ ​MND​ ​for​ ​a​ ​project​ ​that,​ ​as​ ​stated​ ​in​ ​the​ ​MND, 
is​ ​“primarily​ ​accessed​ ​from​ ​Figueroa​ ​Street​ ​in​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Los​ ​Angeles,”​ ​and​ ​which​ ​uses​ ​a​ ​Los​ ​Angeles, 
90041​ ​address​ ​on​ ​its​ ​official​ ​documents. 

- As​ ​in​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale’s​ ​2014​ ​Draft​ ​Environmental​ ​Impact​ ​Report​ ​for​ ​a​ ​proposed​ ​expansion​ ​of​ ​the 
Scholl​ ​landfill,​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​focuses​ ​almost​ ​exclusively​ ​on​ ​impacts​ ​on​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale,​ ​when​ ​the​ ​negative 
impacts​ ​of​ ​the​ ​project​ ​--​ ​environmental,​ ​health,​ ​aesthetic,​ ​sound,​ ​and​ ​otherwise​ ​--​ ​will​ ​almost​ ​exclusively 
harm​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​residents. 

- Also​ ​as​ ​in​ ​Glendale’s​ ​2014​ ​DEIR,​ ​the​ ​MND​ ​uses​ ​biased​ ​statistics​ ​to​ ​discount​ ​the​ ​negative​ ​impacts​ ​on 
Eagle​ ​Rock:​ ​among​ ​these​ ​are​ ​sound​ ​readings​ ​taken​ ​at​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock​ ​residences​ ​where​ ​ambient​ ​freeway 
noise​ ​is​ ​at​ ​its​ ​highest,​ ​and​ ​selective​ ​sightlines​ ​that​ ​minimize​ ​the​ ​visual​ ​pollution​ ​that​ ​will​ ​result​ ​from​ ​a 
natural-gas​ ​power​ ​plant​ ​perched​ ​on​ ​a​ ​ridge​ ​that​ ​looks​ ​down​ ​on​ ​our​ ​homes. 

We​ ​urge​ ​you​ ​to​ ​use​ ​your​ ​authority​ ​as​ ​a​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​City​ ​Councilmember​ ​to​ ​ensure​ ​that​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock​ ​stakeholders 
get​ ​a​ ​say​ ​in​ ​this​ ​process,​ ​and​ ​ask​ ​that​ ​you​ ​demand​ ​that​ ​GWP​ ​reject​ ​the​ ​MND,​ ​and​ ​start​ ​the​ ​process​ ​over​ ​with​ ​a 
full​ ​Environmental​ ​Impact​ ​Report. 
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Furthermore,​ ​we​ ​remind​ ​you​ ​that​ ​outside​ ​access​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon​ ​Landfill​ ​is​ ​exclusively​ ​via​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​city 
streets,​ ​and​ ​encourage​ ​you​ ​to​ ​consult​ ​​City​ ​Council​ ​File:​ ​86-1465​,​ ​in​ ​which​ ​the​ ​City​ ​Attorney​ ​and​ ​Director​ ​of​ ​the 
Bureau​ ​of​ ​Sanitation​ ​were​ ​instructed​ ​in​ ​1986​ ​to​ ​“​explore​ ​all​ ​available​ ​means​ ​of​ ​challenging​ ​the​ ​implementation​ ​of 
the​ ​Glendale​ ​City​ ​Council​ ​ban​ ​to​ ​prohibit​ ​the​ ​disposal​ ​of​ ​refuse​ ​collected​ ​in​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​at​ ​the​ ​Scholl 
Canyon​ ​Landfill,​ ​including​ ​consideration​ ​of​ ​a​ ​weight​ ​limit​ ​on​ ​Figueroa​ ​St​ ​north​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Ventura​ ​Freeway.​”  

While​ ​this​ ​Council​ ​motion​ ​was​ ​passed​ ​at​ ​a​ ​time​ ​when​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Los​ ​Angeles​ ​did​ ​not​ ​have​ ​the​ ​robust​ ​waste 
diversion​ ​program​ ​it​ ​has​ ​now,​ ​and​ ​L.A.​ ​no​ ​longer​ ​needs​ ​to​ ​dump​ ​its​ ​refuse​ ​at​ ​Scholl​ ​Canyon,​ ​CF​ ​86-1465​ ​set​ ​an 
important​ ​precedent​ ​by​ ​identifying​ ​legal​ ​and​ ​pragmatic​ ​means​ ​to​ ​ban​ ​heavy​ ​trash​ ​haulers​ ​from​ ​using​ ​L.A.​ ​streets 
to​ ​reach​ ​Glendale’s​ ​dump.​ ​If​ ​this​ ​Council​ ​file​ ​were​ ​revived,​ ​it​ ​could​ ​compel​ ​the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Glendale​ ​to​ ​use​ ​its​ ​own 
streets​ ​to​ ​access​ ​its​ ​own​ ​facility,​ ​sending​ ​the​ ​pollution-spewing​ ​trucks​ ​that​ ​now​ ​traverse​ ​our​ ​neighborhood​ ​through 
Glendale​ ​neighborhoods,​ ​as​ ​originally​ ​intended​ ​when​ ​the​ ​dump​ ​was​ ​first​ ​conceived.​ ​This​ ​would​ ​likely​ ​cause 
Glendale’s​ ​politicians​ ​and​ ​department​ ​heads​ ​to​ ​finally​ ​take​ ​the​ ​health​ ​hazards​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Scholl​ ​landfill​ ​seriously, 
rather​ ​than​ ​continue​ ​dumping​ ​those​ ​problems​ ​in​ ​their​ ​backyard​ ​--​ ​which​ ​happens​ ​to​ ​be​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock’s​ ​front​ ​yard. 

Respectfully, 

The​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock​ ​Neighborhood​ ​Council​ ​Board 

cc: 
Glendale​ ​Mayor​ ​Vartan​ ​Gharpetian  
Glendale​ ​Councilmember​ ​Paula​ ​Devine  
Glendale​ ​Councilmember​ ​Ara​ ​Najarian  
Glendale​ ​Councilmember​ ​Zareh​ ​Sinanyan  
Glendale​ ​Councilmember​ ​Vrej​ ​Agajanian 
GWP​ ​Commissioner​ ​Sarojini​ ​Lall 
GWP​ ​Commissioner​ ​Manuel​ ​Carmargo,​ ​Jr  
GWP​ ​Commissioner​ ​Matthew​ ​Hale
GWP​ ​Commissioner​ ​Roland​ ​Kedikian 
GWP​ ​Commissioner​ ​Hrand​ ​Avanessian 
GWP​ ​General​ ​Manager​ ​Steve​ ​Zurn 
Sean​ ​Starkey,​ ​Deputy,​ ​L.A.​ ​Council​ ​District​ ​14
Greg​ ​Merideth​ ​President,​ ​The​ ​Eagle​ ​Rock​ ​Association 
Los​ ​Angeles​ ​County​ ​Supervisor​ ​Hilda​ ​Solis 
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From: Frankie Norstad
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Cc: president@tera90041.org; EAPD.LA@gmail.com
Subject: NO to Scholl Expansion
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:12:35 PM

Dennis, 

I am a concerned resident and a proud voting constituent in Eagle Rock. I am strongly
opposed to the Scholl Expansion and plans to build a gas plant. With our federal government
denying climate change it is vital we do everything in our power locally to help the
environment. I'm worried about the air quality, I'm worried about leaks, I'm worried about
global warming. 

Please stand up and vote NO. 

Thank you,

Frankie

415-225-0747
http://FrankieNorstad.com
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November 9, 2017 

Mr. Dennis Joe 
Community Development Department 
633 East Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, California 91206-4386 

RE: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project 

Dear Mr. Joe: 

On behalf of the board of The Eagle Rock Association (TERA), I am again writing to you 
regarding the City of Glendale’s proposed biogas renewable generation project at the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill. As mentioned in our October 9, 2017 letter, The TERA board, 
along with others within the community of Eagle Rock, have many questions regarding 
this project. While we appreciate that the City of Glendale (Glendale) has extended the 
comment period for the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), we are disappointed that 
Glendale has chosen not to use that time to hold a public forum to directly address 
concerns held by the residents of Eagle Rock. 

Instead, Glendale has provided us with a 1,300-page tome, which is impossible for the 
average citizen to wade through, even given the additional comment time. Given that 
the Scholl Canyon facility abuts and has its sole access through our community, it is 
possible, if not likely, that this project will have negative impacts with regard to Eagle 
Rock community’s: 

• Air

• Water

• Noise

• Traffic

• Fire safety

• Visual aesthetics

In addition, we believe that a MND is inappropriate for this project. We believe that the 
Scholl Canyon power plant proposal is an extension of the project to repower the 
Grayson Power Plant. Therefore, they should be considered as one project and should 
be subject to a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

120

120-1

120-2

120-3
120-4
120-5
120-6
120-7
120-8

120-9

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Rectangle



Mr. Joe -2- November 9, 2017 

TERA The Eagle Rock Association • PO Box 41453 •Eagle Rock, CA 90041 • 323 799 1190 •www.tera90041.org 

Finally, we are concerned that Glendale’s potential investment in the construction of a 
power plant at Scholl Canyon will inevitably lead to the expansion of landfill and an 
extension of its lifespan. 

Given the above-mentioned concerns as well as the fact that Eagle Rock residents 
receive no actual benefit from the Scholl Canyon Landfill nor this proposed power plant, 
I must ask that the City of Glendale and Glendale Water and Power reject the findings 
of this MND and perform a full EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Merideth 
President 

cc: Mayor Vartan Gharpetian 
Councilmember Paula Devine 
Councilmember Ara Najarian 
Councilmember Zareh Sinanyan 
Councilmember Vrej Agajanian 
GWP Commisioner Sarojini Lall 
GWP Commisioner Manuel Carmargo, Jr 
GWP Commisioner Matthew Hale 
GWP Commisioner Roland Kedikian 
GWP Commisioner Hrand Avanessian 
GWP General Manager Steve Zurn 
Sean Starkey, Deputy, L.A. Council District 14 
David Greene, Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council 
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From: Hans Johnson
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Subject: Communities United letter opposing Scholl Canyon gas plant
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:26:24 PM
Attachments: HP0052.pdf

Dear Dennis:

We are submitting a group letter of OPPOSITION to the proposed placement of a gas plant at
the dump at Scholl Canyon, expressing the concerns of 32 local residents--more than a third of
them Glendale residents, community leaders, and active voters.

In addition to the piecemeal approach we believe Glendale is wrongly pursuing in regards to
its planning policies, we are disturbed by the continued prioritization of energy and solid-
waste practices that put the health and safety of nearby residents and the environment at grave
risk while abrogating responsible stewardship and openness in decision-making. The concern
is all the deeper because this is a matter with great consequence, and risk, for neighbors and
jurisdictions adjacent to Glendale on whom the dump has impinged for more than 56 years. 

Our letter is attached. We look forward to your reply and real solutions on energy and solid-
waste practices that honor Glendale's Zero-Waste goals, the environment, and the lives and
health of residents today and in the future. 

Hans Johnson
Convener, Communities United to Stop Scholl Dump Expansion 
ph 323-669-9999
Follow on Twitter: @HansPJohnson
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/author/hanspj-774
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From: Jane Lawton Moore
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov; president@tera90041.org; EAPD.LA@gmail.com
Subject: Scholl Dump - stop expansion
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 5:10:59 PM

Dear Dennis Joe, 

I'm writing you concerning the Scholl Dump Expansion Plan. I am a Glendale resident and
have resided here for over 12 years. I'm greatly concerned about the exapnsion of the dump
which has no liner protecting it from seeping into groundwater and to our local soil.
Furthermore I am 100% against the plan to build a plant at the dump where we will suffer
increased emissions. I'm also greatly against the Grayson Power Plant Expansion Plan. Our
community and environment will suffer the choices city council makes today if both these
expansions go forward.

Thank you for receiving my email and I hope you will reconsider these decisions immediately.

Sincerely, 

Jane Potelle
Concerned Resident and Parent in Glendale
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From: John Nugent
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Subject: Gas Plant at Scholl Canyon Dump
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 2:31:19 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

As an Eagle Rock resident and business owner of twenty years, I am very concerned that our community has not had
ample time and conversation with the other stakeholders regarding this proposed gas plant that abuts our
neighborhood. I hope you will listen to groups like TERA and the ERNC and postpone this project until all
stakeholders can truly understand the repercussions for our community.

Thank you.

Best,

John Nugent
1921 Addison Way
LA, CA 90041
323 610 4694
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From: Linda Johnstone Allen
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Cc: president@tera90041.org; hanspj@aol.com; Jose Huizar
Subject: Gas Plant @ Scholl Canyon Dump
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 4:40:12 PM

Dennis Joe
City of Glendale/ Community Development Dept.
Planning Division Dept.

Case Manager- Dennis Joe:

I am sending this email in regard to the expansion & gas plant development at Scholl Canyon Dump, which I am not
in favor of at this juncture.  I believe we need to have more information on the processes under which the new gas
plant will be operating.

I have been involved with the Eagle Rock community a long time, having led many organizations, including the ER
Chamber of Commerce, the Eagle Rock Community Preservation & Revitalization Corp, chair of the Center for the
Arts, & Twentieth Century
Women's Club.  In other words I care a great deal about what happens in this town and how it develops.  The Scholl
Canyon Dump has never been a situation that included this community's welfare to any great degree.   The fact that
we cannot use the dump, but yet are forced to have  access to same, go through our area, directly by our historical
rock, has never been fair.  It has ruined the area around our landmark.

I appreciate that Glendale is looking to have more types of energy solutions, but not convinced that the new
processes are safe and do not infringe on our community.  I believe we need to hear more from your city in regard to
those particular processes.  Also, there needs to be more assessment of better recycling for energy besides the gas
element.

Thank you for considering my comments and I hope the dump situation can be resolved  in a manner whereby our
community feels more secure about the developments.  As of now, we do not.

Regards,   Linda Johnstone Allen
Resident/ Eagle Rock

Sent from Linda Johnstone Allen's iPad
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From: Meldia Yesayan
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Cc: president@tera90041.org; EAPD.LA@gmail.com
Subject: gas plant at Scholl
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:27:19 PM

To whom it may concern, 

I have been  a Glendale resident for 40 years and now a newbie Eagle Rock resident. 

I have grave concerns about the gas plant idea for Scholl. I will fight against this and will
mobilize our entire local and extended community.

This would be a tragic use of the site and a huge environmental and health concern for our
neighborhood, and particularly my young children. 

Please consider alternative sites. 

Thank you, 
Meldia Yesayan 

-- 

Meldia Yesayan 
Managing Director
Machine Project
1200 D North Alvarado, LA, CA 90026
www.machineproject.com | 213 483 8761

Sign up for the Machine newsletter here. 
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From: Seth Cutler
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Subject: Scholl Canyon Gas Plant expansion
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:56:16 PM

Dear Dennis,

I am writing to oppose the plans for gad plant in Scholl Canyon. This will negatively impact my home an
community.

Seth E. Cutler
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From: Teri Stein
To: djoe@glendaleca.gov
Subject: Scholl Canyon
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:12:37 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

I am writing to express my strong opposition to any expansion of the activities at Scholl Canyon. As someone who
lives relatively close to the site, and as a parent with two small children, I do not want my neighborhood to
experience any more pollution than we are already subject to. The site is not suitable for expansion and LA residents
should not be forced to suffer additional pollution created by Glendale.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Teri Stein

Sent from my iPhone
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Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division Office 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91206 

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 

Dear Mr. Joe, 

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  I am 
concerned about the following impact (s): 

Air Quality 

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2, CO, VOC, and PM2.5).
The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with 
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. 

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects.  (Landfill
expansion and anaerobic digester) 

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate 
will be 15-18 months. 

Hazards 

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the 
State of California. The proposed 60,000 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could 
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. 

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads
which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. 

Geology 

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.  There are no proposed mitigations
from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and 
children’s baseball fields are located. 

Cumulative Impacts 

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending projects:
the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion. 

Best regards, 

Bethsaida Emilia Castillo 
2519 Hollister Terrace 
Glendale, CA 91206 
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